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Notes 
The main problem with this AFF is that it claims a lot of internal links that it does not fully access.  These become obvious if you look into the evidence.  Putting pressure on the internal links and then punishing them when the 2AC tries to answer Case arguments with card extensions as you can point out in the block that the cards they extended say nothing.  Also if you win an econ impact you can logically access EVERY other advantage- for this reason I put the downgrade DA on case and a card of impact D to economic war- the ideal scenario(the econ advantage is also the hardest for them to defend/weakest adv.) is that they concede the impact D leaving an econ impact that you can use to access all the ADVs. 
Another consideration is that they think they have a silver bullet to the states CP(the army corps jurisdiction argument) However the plan mechanism is fund as is the CP mechanism so there is no reason the CP doesn’t solve 100%. 

The security K also is a useful strategy as combined with heavy case mitigation it shouldn’t be too challenging to prove all of their scenarios are constructed.  Also pretty strong links to HEG/Compet/econ. 

Additionally there are case turns on the competiveness advantage(competiveness leads to protectionism)

2NR strats- Security+Case, Politics +Case/CP, Competiveness Turns/Econ turns +CP 
CX

To set up CP-If the Army Corps is the only one who can do the plan why can the USFG fund the plan 

Coal- Why couldn’t we import steel? The second card of the coal advantage says “Steel production worldwide has almost doubled” 

Coal- Why couldn’t we import coal? The second card of the coal advantage says “The well-supplied world market means that metallurgical coal can be delivered worldwide”

Food- Why didn’t the CCP collapse during any one of the food crises during the past century? i.e. great leap forward 

Food- Why would china not being able to buy soybeans affect grain prices? 

Econ- Why didn’t the last recession trigger a global nuclear war? 
Econ- Why would the time for the re-building of the waterways be any different from the failure and rebuild of a system?

Competiveness: The panzer card assumes TOTAL isolationism and protectionism
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The affirmative’s obsession with ranking and managing risk is the essence of security logic
Hagmann & Cavelty, 2012 (National risk registers: Security scientism and the propagation of permanent insecurity, John Hagmann and Myriam Dunn Cavelty, International Peace Research Institute, Oslo, Sage Journals Feb 15 2012)
With the demise of communism as an overarching organizing principle and crystallization point, Western security doctrines have seen the inclusion of a growing range of different security issues from political, societal, economic and environmental sectors. By the same token, Western security politics has also been prominently infused with risk narratives and logics since the 1990s (Petersen, 2011; Hameiri and Kühn, 2011). Particular to risk-centric conceptualizations of public danger is the understanding that national and international security should take into account a varied set of natural or man-made disaster potentials, as well as other probable disruptions with potentially grave consequences for society. Also, specific to these dangers is the profound uncertainty regarding their exact form and likely impact, and the substantial room for conflicting interpretations surrounding them. However, precise and ‘actionable’ knowledge of looming danger is quintessential to security politics, the shift to new security narratives notwithstanding. Without conceptions of existing or upcoming collective dangers, security schemes are neither intelligible nor implementable. Whether the matter at hand concerns the installation of hi-tech body scanners at airports, the construction of avalanche barriers in the Alps or diplomatic initiatives for a global anti-terror alliance, any security agenda is rhetorically and politically grounded in a representation of national or international danger. In recent years, the epistemological foundations of security politics have been addressed by reflexive and critical approaches, a literature that enquires into the formation, contestation and appropriation of (in)security discourses. Situating itself in this broader literature, this article focuses on national risk registers as a particular means for authoritative knowledge definition in the field of national security. National risk registers are fairly recent, comprehensive inventories of public dangers ranging from natural hazards to industrial risks and political perils. Often produced by civil protection agencies, they seek to provide secure foundations for public policymaking, security-related resource allocation and policy planning. Evaluating and ranking all kinds of potential insecurities, from toxic accidents and political unrest to plant diseases, thunderstorms, energy shortages, terrorist strikes, wars and the instability of global financial markets, risk registers stand at the intersection of the broadening of security politics and the adoption of risk logics.

In particular, infrastructure development is the essence of modern securitization – it translates the normal function of life into the discourse of security

Lundborg and Vaughan-Williams, 10 (Tom Lundborg, The Swedish Institute of International Affairs, Nick Vaughan-Williams, University of Warwick, “There’s More to Life than Biopolitics: Critical Infrastructure, Resilience Planning, and Molecular Security,” Paper prepared for the SGIR Conference, Stockholm, 7-10 September, 2010)

While the terrain of security studies is of course fiercely contested, what is common among a   range of otherwise often diverse perspectives is the core premise that ‘security’ relates to a   realm of activity in some sense beyond the ‘norm’ of political life. Thus, in the language of   the Copenhagen School, a securitizing move occurs when an issue not previously thought of   as a security threat comes to be produced as such via a speech act that declares an existential   threat to a referent object (Buzan et al 1998). A similar logic can be identified in approaches   to security that focus on exceptionalism: the idea, following the paradigmatic thought of Carl   Schmitt, that sovereign practices rely upon the decision to suspend the normal state of affairs   in order to produce emergency conditions in which extraordinary measures—such as martial   law, for example—are legitimised. For this reason, a tendency in security studies—even   among self-styled ‘critical’ approaches – is to privilege analysis of high-profile ‘speech acts’   of elites, ‘exceptional’ responses to ‘exceptional’ circumstances, and events that are deemed   to be ‘extraordinary’. Arguably this leads to an emphasis on what we might call the ‘spectacle of security’, rather than more mundane, prosaic, and ‘everyday’ aspects of security policy and   practice.   By contrast, the world of CIs necessitates a shift in the referent object of security away from the ‘spectacular’ to the ‘banal’. Instead of high-profile speech-based acts of securitization, we are here dealing with telecommunications and transportation networks, water treatment and sewage works, and so on: ‘semi-invisible’ phenomena that are often taken-for-granted fixtures and fittings of society, yet vital for the maintenance of what is considered to be ‘normal daily life’. For this reason our subject matter calls for a re-thinking of the very ‘stuff’ considered to be apposite for the study of international security. Indeed, analysing the role of CIs and resilience planning in global security relations adds particular resonance to existing calls within the literature to broaden and deepen the way in which acts of securitization are conceptualised (Bigo 2002; Balzacq 2005; McDonald 2008; Williams 2003). Those adopting more sociologically-oriented perspectives, for example, have sought to emphasise the way in which securitizing moves can be made by institutions (as well as individuals), through repeated activity (as well as one-off ‘acts’), and involve various media (not only ‘speech’, but visual culture, for example). From this reconfigured point of view it is possible to then see how the design, planning, management, and execution of CIs also constitute an arena in which processes of securitization—of physical and cyber networks—takes place.
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The dream of security produces apocalypse– constructions of existential risk produce the annihilation they are meant to escape

Pever Coviello, Prof. of English @ Bowdoin, 2k [Queer Frontiers, p. 39-40]
Perhaps. But to claim that American culture is at present decisively postnuclear is not to say that the world we inhabit is in any way postapocalyptic. Apocalypse, as I began by saying, changed-it did not go away. And here I want to hazard my second assertion: if, in the nuclear age of yesteryear, apocalypse signified an event threatening everyone and everything with (in Jacques Derrida’s suitably menacing phrase) "remainderless and a-symbolic destruction," then in the postnuclear world apocalypse is an affair whose parameters are definitively local. In shape and in substance, apocalypse is defined now by the affliction it brings somewhere else, always to an "other" people whose very presence might then be written as a kind of dangerous contagion, threatening the safety and prosperity of a cherished "general population." This fact seems to me to stand behind Susan Sontag's incisive observation, from 1989, that, 'Apocalypse is now a long-running serial: not 'Apocalypse Now' but 'Apocalypse from Now On."" The decisive point here in the perpetuation of the threat of apocalypse (the point Sontag goes on, at length, to miss) is that apocalypse is ever present because, as an element in a vast economy of power, it is ever useful. That is, through the perpetual threat of destruction-through the constant reproduction of the figure of apocalypse-agencies of power ensure their authority to act on and through the bodies of a particular population. No one turns this point more persuasively than Michel Foucault, who in the final chapter of his first volume of The History of Sexuality addresses himself to the problem of a power that is less repressive than productive, less life-threatening than, in his words, "life-administering." Power, he contends, "exerts a positive influence on life land, endeavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations?' In his brief comments on what he calls "the atomic situation;' however, Foucault insists as well that the productiveness of modern power must not be mistaken for a uniform repudiation of violent or even lethal means. For as "managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race," agencies of modern power presume to act 'on the behalf of the existence of everyone." Whatsoever might be construed as a threat to life and survival in this way serves to authorize any expression of force, no matter how invasive or, indeed, potentially annihilating. "If genocide is indeed the dream of modem power," Foucault writes, "this is not because of a recent return to the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population." For a state that would arm itself not with the power to kill its population, but with a more comprehensive power over the patterns and functioning of its collective life, the threat of an apocalyptic demise, nuclear or otherwise, seems a civic initiative that can scarcely be done without.
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Alternative – Reject the affirmative’s security logic – only resistance to the discourse of security can generate genuine political thought 
Mark Neocleous, Prof. of Government @ Brunel, 2008 [Critique of Security, 185-6]

The only way out of such a dilemma, to escape the fetish, is perhaps to eschew the logic of security altogether - to reject it as so ideologically loaded in favour of the state that any real political thought other than the authoritarian and reactionary should be pressed to give it up. That is clearly something that can not be achieved within the limits of bourgeois thought and thus could never even begin to be imagined by the security intellectual. It is also something that the constant iteration of the refrain 'this is an insecure world' and reiteration of one fear, anxiety and insecurity after another will also make it hard to do. But it is something that the critique of security suggests we may have to consider if we want a political way out of the impasse of security.  This impasse exists because security has now become so all-encompassing that it marginalises all else, most notably the constructive conflicts, debates and discussions that animate political life. The constant prioritising of a mythical security as a political end - as the political end constitutes a rejection of politics in any meaningful sense of the term. That is, as a mode of action in which differences can be articulated, in which the conflicts and struggles that arise from such differences can be fought for and negotiated, in which people might come to believe that another world is possible - that they might transform the world and in turn be transformed. Security politics simply removes this; worse, it remoeves it while purportedly addressing it. In so doing it suppresses all issues of power and turns political questions into debates about the most efficient way to achieve 'security', despite the fact that we are never quite told - never could be told - what might count as having achieved it. Security politics is, in this sense, an anti-politics,"' dominating political discourse in much the same manner as the security state tries to dominate human beings, reinforcing security fetishism and the monopolistic character of security on the political imagination. We therefore need to get beyond security politics, not add yet more 'sectors' to it in a way that simply expands the scope of the state and legitimises state intervention in yet more and more areas of our lives.  Simon Dalby reports a personal communication with Michael Williams, co-editor of the important text Critical Security Studies, in which the latter asks: if you take away security, what do you put in the hole that's left behind? But I'm inclined to agree with Dalby: maybe there is no hole."' The mistake has been to think that there is a hole and that this hole needs to be filled with a new vision or revision of security in which it is re-mapped or civilised or gendered or humanised or expanded or whatever. All of these ultimately remain within the statist political imaginary, and consequently end up reaffirming the state as the terrain of modern politics, the grounds of security. The real task is not to fill the supposed hole with yet another vision of security, but to fight for an alternative political language which takes us beyond the narrow horizon of bourgeois security and which therefore does not constantly throw us into the arms of the state. That's the point of critical politics: to develop a new political language more adequate to the kind of society we want. Thus while much of what I have said here has been of a negative order, part of the tradition of critical theory is that the negative may be as significant as the positive in setting thought on new paths.  For if security really is the supreme concept of bourgeois society and the fundamental thematic of liberalism, then to keep harping on about insecurity and to keep demanding 'more security' (while meekly hoping that this increased security doesn't damage our liberty) is to blind ourselves to the possibility of building real alternatives to the authoritarian tendencies in contemporary politics. To situate ourselves against security politics would allow us to circumvent the debilitating effect achieved through the constant securitising of social and political issues, debilitating in the sense that 'security' helps consolidate the power of the existing forms of social domination and justifies the short-circuiting of even the most democratic forms. It would also allow us to forge another kind of politics centred on a different conception of the good. We need a new way of thinking and talking about social being and politics that moves us beyond security. This would perhaps be emancipatory in the true sense of the word. What this might mean, precisely, must be open to debate. But it certainly requires recognising that security is an illusion that has forgotten it is an illusion; it requires recognising that security is not the same as solidarity; it requires accepting that insecurity is part of the human condition, and thus giving up the search for the certainty of security and instead learning to tolerate the uncertainties, ambiguities and 'insecurities' that come with being human; it requires accepting that 'securitizing' an issue does not mean dealing with it politically, but bracketing it out and handing it to the state; it requires us to be brave enough to return the gift."'

Jackson Vanik 1NC

Jackson-Vanik repeal will pass with bipartisan support

Vicki Needham, 7-19-12 (Staff Writer, The Hill, " Deal struck in House on Russia trade bill", http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/239005-house-democrats-republicans-reach-agreement-on-russia-trade-bill- :)

House Republicans and Democrats reached an agreement on Thursday for moving a bill that would extend permanent normal trade relations (PNTR) to Russia and make a statement on Moscow's human-rights record, upping the bill's chances of clearing Congress before the August recess.   Top lawmakers on the House Ways and Means Committee announced that they will mark up the trade legislation next week.   Panel Chairman Dave Camp (R-Mich.), ranking member Sandy Levin (D-Mich.), trade subcommittee Chairman Kevin Brady (R-Texas) and the subcommittee's top Democrat, Jim McDermott of Washington, collectively introduced legislation mirroring the measure approved Wednesday by the Senate Finance Committee.   "I am pleased that we were able to gain bipartisan support for this important legislation that supports U.S. jobs and exports, and I look forward to marking it up next week," Camp said.   The trade bill would repeal the 37-year-old Jackson-Vanik provision that violates international trade rules and include the Magnitsky human-rights legislation that has been approved by the House Foreign Relations Committee. The measures will likely be merged in the House Rules Committee before heading to the floor.   "The bill we are introducing today includes important additional measures relating to the enforcement of key provisions, ranging from the protection of intellectual property rights, to barriers to U.S. exports, and Russia's compliance with its WTO commitments," Levin said.   "At the same time, we must continue to use the opportunity of action on Russia PNTR to send a clear message to Russia of our deep concern about their continuing failure to work with the other nations of the world to address the violence against civilians in Syria," he said. 

Modernization super unpopular 

(PPG, Pittsburg Post Gazette, 5/9/12, http://www.post-gazette.com/stories/local/region/locked-and-damned-federal-budget-running-dry-for-locks-repair-627291/)
The river industry is clamoring to pay more to build modern, efficient locks and dams at a faster pace. Two years ago, barge operators offered to pay as much as 45 percent more in fuel taxes to provide more funding for projects. But higher revenue from the fuel tax would require Congress to provide matching funding.  And Congress is dead set against tax increases and is not likely to have a change of heart in an election year. 
Repeal requires political leverage from Obama

Doug Palmer, 7-19-12 (Staff Writer, Chicago Tribune, " House lawmakers reach deal on Russia trade, rights bill", http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/politics/sns-rt-us-usa-russia-tradebre86i10y-20120719,0,4282739.story :)

The Congress appears increasingly unlikely to approve a controversial bill to upgrade trade relations with Russia before the November elections, despite a push by the White House and U.S. business groups for votes this month.  "I think practically speaking no one expects Congress to deal with (permanent normal trade relations) before the lame-duck" session after the elections, said Gary Hufbauer, a senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, referring to the period between the November 6 congressional elections and the start of the new Congress in January, 2013.  "I think there's a background fear that this will become a political football if the House moves forward," Hufbauer said.  Congress is under pressure to lift a Cold War human rights provision known as the Jackson-Vanik amendment and approve "permanent normal trade relations," or PNTR, because of Russia's expected entry into the World Trade Organization in August.  If it does not act, Russia could deny U.S. firms some of the market-opening concessions it made to join the WTO, putting those companies at a disadvantage to foreign competitors in one of the world's 10-largest economies.  However, the push to pass the legislation comes at a low point in U.S.-Russia relations, with many U.S. lawmakers angry over Moscow's support for the government of Syrian President Bashar al-Assad and questioning Russia's commitment to democracy and human rights.  "Members are rightly concerned over recent developments in Russia, as well as Russia's policies with respect to Syria and Iran. This makes it incumbent upon the President to show leadership and for these issues to be addressed in a bipartisan fashion, enabling PNTR to move forward," a House Republican aide said. 

Repeal is key to Relations

Gvosdev, 2-19-12 [Nikolas K., former editor of the National Interest, and a frequent foreign policy commentator in both the print and broadcast media. He is currently on the faculty of the U.S. Naval War College, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/11441/the-realist-prism-resetting-the-u-s-russia-reset]

The third is whether some of the new foundations in the U.S.-Russia relationship have solidified to the point that they can help weather the current storms. In contrast to the situation in 2008, there are now some important institutional connections in place. The Northern Distribution Network could represent enough ballast -- both in terms of the income generated for Russia and the safe route it offers the U.S. and NATO for the war effort in Afghanistan and for egress once the drawdown begins in the coming year -- to help prevent the relationship from veering out of control. The partnership between Exxon and Rosneft to develop both the Russian Arctic and additional projects in North America creates another set of incentives to keep ties on a level basis, as does the immense potential of a fully realized partnership between Russian and American firms in the nuclear power industry. American car manufacturers have found Russia to be a booming export market, while the U.S. space program is now dependent on Russia to ferry astronauts and cargo to maintain America’s manned presence in space. In short, there are a growing number of interests that depend on the preservation of healthy U.S.-Russia relations for their own success. But it is not yet clear whether they have sufficient clout to outweigh the naysayers on both sides.   An upcoming decision-point could offer a good indication of what to expect. The World Trade Organization is expected to ratify Russia’s accession later this spring. However, American firms will not be able to take advantage of Russia's WTO membership as long as U.S. trade with Russia is still subject to the Cold War-era Jackson-Vanik amendment. Congress would first have to agree to "graduate" Russia from the terms of the legislation, but many members remain hesitant. An unofficial swap would see Russia given permanent normal trading relations status, but with new legislation applying "smart sanctions" against specific Russian individuals and entities accused of condoning human rights abuses, most notably in the death of Russian lawyer Sergei Magnitsky.  Whether this Solomonic compromise could work, however, remains to be seen. The Russian government has already responded very negatively to sanctions unilaterally imposed by the State Department and may be quite unwilling to accept such a compromise, even if it means graduating Russia from Jackson-Vanik. At the same time, there remains resistance within Congress to "giving up" one of its last remaining tools to pressure Russia on a whole range of issues, from chicken imports to religious freedom.  The fate of the Jackson-Vanik amendment, therefore, is the canary in the coal mine for U.S.-Russia relations. If a successful repeal is negotiated, it bodes well for regenerating the relationship. However, if Obama, like George W. Bush before him, is unable to secure Russia’s graduation, this could end up being a fatal blow to the whole idea of the reset.

US-Russia relations solve nuclear war and every major impact

Allison & Blackwill, ’11 [Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School, former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D., Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy -- Council on Foreign Relations, served as U.S. ambassador to India and as deputy national security adviser for strategic planning in the Bush administration, both co-chairmen of the Task Force on Russia and U.S. National Interests, co-sponsored by the Belfer Center and the Center for the National Interest, 10-30-11 Politico, “10 reasons why Russia still matters,” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=161EF282-72F9-4D48-8B9C-C5B3396CA0E6]

That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin's decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation's interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia's cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran's drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions. So next time you hear a policymaker dismissing Russia with rhetoric about “who cares?” ask them to identify nations that matter more to U.S. success, or failure, in advancing our national interests.

States CP

The 50 states should provide sufficient funds to the Inland Waterways Trust Fund to ensure inland waterway modernization.
The counterplan solves.  The Army Corps WANTS state funding

IWTF = Inland Waterways Trust Fund
IMTS = Inland Marine Transportation System

Inland Marine Transportation Systems Capital Investment Strategy Team, 2010 (Inland Marine Transportation Systems Capital Investment Strategy Team, Capital Projects Business Model, Final Report, Revision 1, April 13, 2010 * This report was prepared at the request of the Inland Waterways Users Board and represents a collaborative effort between navigation industry representatives and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers inland navigation experts)
With the recommended $380 million annual funding-level program, IWTF revenues are proposed to be   increased beyond what is anticipated under current law to address the needs of the IMTS. The IMTS CIS   Team members understand the implications of an increase in revenues and have strived to develop costsharing recommendations that are fair and equitable.   The IMTS CIS Team reviewed and evaluated more than a dozen options for funding the IMTS capital   investment program. These options included maintaining the current cost-sharing arrangement of 50   percent federal and 50 percent IWTF for all capital investments; varying that percentage; excluding some   projects/features, such as dam or major rehabilitation projects; setting different thresholds for the costsharing of major rehabilitation projects; and capping the IWTF share for some projects with significant   cost increases, such as Olmsted Locks and Dam and Lower Monongahela Locks & Dams 2, 3, and 4   (Lower Mon).   After a high-level review and evaluation of the options presented, the IMTS CIS Team recommends the   following cost-sharing program:    All lock construction projects should be cost-shared 50 percent from general appropriations and 50   percent from the IWTF and all major rehabilitation lock projects costing at least $100 million should be   cost-shared at 50 percent from general appropriations and 50 percent from the IWTF.    Construction and major rehabilitation dam projects and major rehabilitation lock projects below $100   million should be entirely funded from general appropriations.  With the program recommendation of $380 million per year and the proposed program shown in   Figure ES-2 and Figure ES-3, the average IWTF requirement over the next 20 years is $110 million   per year, with the federal cost-sharing requirement averaging $270 million per year. In the future,   these average amounts may vary depending on the mix of projects in the program.    Another feature the Team recommends is establishment of a project-by-project cost-sharing cap to   protect industry from unreasonable cost escalation and project delays. The IMTS CIS Team recommends   that the cap be set at the Feasibility or Rehabilitation Evaluation Report base cost using risk-based cost   and schedule estimates.  This risk-based cost estimate will include contingencies reflected in the relevant   decision document and will be escalated to the new construction start date, plus whatever additional   amount, if any, that both the Corps and the Board agree is appropriate. This cap places additional   emphasis on the need to produce more reliable project cost estimates in the underlying decision   document and to manage projects within the identified and agreed upon project budgets and schedules,   protecting both the waterways industry and the general taxpayer from preventable project cost escalation   and delay.   Revenue Recommendations   The IMTS CIS Team also reviewed alternative options for generating revenues for the IWTF. These   options included the current revenue plan consisting of a waterways fuel tax, a user fee, bonding, and   other revenue sources, such as state funding or other beneficiaries of the IMTS. The Team   acknowledged that the current revenue-raising system is a workable, understood, acceptable, and   auditable system for collecting the waterways industry’s share of the IMTS capitalization costs and that   the additional revenues required in the Teams’ consensus recommendations should best be raised   through an increase in the current fuel tax. The recommended program would require a 30–45 percent   increase in the current fuel tax (a $0.06–$0.09 per gallon increase). The 30 percent increase is based on   an assumption that, under current law, anticipated future revenues would equal the average $85 million   annual amount generated over the past five years, while the 45 percent increase is based on FY 2009   actual revenues of $76 million.
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1) Waterways aren’t enough to trigger full economic collapse- only 2-3 billion would be lost a fraction of the multi-trillion deficit

2) Economic collapse doesn’t cause war 

Ferguson 6 

(Niall Ferguson is the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University,  September/October 2006, “ The Next War of the World”,http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61916/niall-ferguson/the-next-war-of-the-world) 
  Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.

3) Long timeframe before plan fixes waterway infrastructure
4) The U.S.’s credit rating is at risk, failure to maintain fiscal discipline will cause a downgrade

Odion-Esene, Market News International, 6/8/12 (Brai “S&P: Cld Downgrade US By 2014 If Fiscal,Political Risks Build”, https://mninews.deutsche-boerse.com/index.php/sp-cld-downgrade-us-2014-if-fiscalpolitical-risks-build?q=content/sp-cld-downgrade-us-2014-if-fiscalpolitical-risks-build

 WASHINGTON (MNI) - Rating agency Standard & Poor's Friday warned that continued fiscal and political risks in the United States could build to a point that it could downgrade the nation's sovereign credit rating within the next two years.  In a statement released after market hours, the firm affirmed its 'AA+' rating on the U.S., citing strengths that include "its resilient economy, its monetary credibility, and the U.S. dollar's status as the world's key reserve currency."  "We believe the Federal Reserve System (the U.S. monetary authority) has an excellent ability and willingness to support sustainable economic growth and to attenuate major economic or financial shocks," S&P said.  S&P said it believes the risk of the United States returning to recession is about 20%.  The U.S.'s credit weaknesses include its fiscal performance, its debt burden, "and what we perceive as a recent decline in the effectiveness, stability, and predictability of its policymaking and political institutions, particularly regarding the direction of fiscal policy."  S&P maintained its negative outlook on the United States, a reflection of the rating agency's opinion that "U.S. sovereign credit risks, primarily political and fiscal, could build to the point of leading us to lower our 'AA+' long-term rating by 2014."  The outlook, it added, represents "the likelihood that we could lower our long-term rating on the U.S. within two years is at least one-in-three."  S&P warned that pressure on the U.S. 'AA+' rating could build if the White House and Congress remain unable to agree on "a credible, medium-term fiscal consolidation plan that represents significant (even if gradual) fiscal tightening" beyond that envisaged in 2011 Budget Control Act.  "Pressure could also increase if real interest rates rise and result in a projected general government (net) interest expenditure of more than 5% of general government revenue," it added.  On the other hand, S&P said the rating could stabilize at the current level with a medium-term fiscal consolidation plan, "or if the U.S. government makes faster progress toward reducing the general government deficit than our base case currently presumes."

5) Transportation spending crushes the deficit

Rugy and Mitchel, senior research fellows at the Mercatus Center, 2011(Veronique and Matthew, September, “Would More Infrastructure spending stimulate the economy?”, http://mercatus.org/sites/default/files/publication/infrastructure_deRugy_WP_9-12-11.pdf)

Four years into the deepest recession since World War II, the U.S. economy expanded at a rate of only 0.7 percent in the first half of 2011. This means that the economy is growing at a slower pace than the population and that capita output continues to fall.2 In response, the president has announced a plan for yet more deficit-financed stimulus spending.3 Like the two previous stimulus bills, this one focuses on infrastructure spending. The president‘s plan is rooted in the belief that stimulus spending and deeper deficits will give the economy the lift it needs to create more jobs. The hope is that, eventually, the economy will grow fast enough to allow the government to begin to pay down the national debt. There are three problems with this approach. First, despite the claims of stimulus proponents, the evidence is not at all clear that more stimulus would be helpful right now. Second, even if one adheres to the idea that more government spending can jolt the economy, spending—particularly infrastructure spending—cannot be implemented in the way Keynesians say it ought to be. This greatly undermines its stimulative effect. Third, while no one disputes the value of good infrastructure, this type of spending typically suffers from massive cost overruns, waste, fraud, and abuse. This makes it a particularly bad vehicle for stimulus. In sum, further stimulus would be a risky short-term gamble with near-certain negative consequences in the long term. 

6) A downgrade will devastate investor confidence
El- Shagi 08

Makran Halle Institute for Economic Research, University of Mannheim Germany, 7/23/08, 

http://cje.oxfordjournals.org/content/34/4/671.full.pdf

Rating agencies play a key role in the generation and distribution of information concerning capital markets. The three major agencies, namely, Moody’s, Standard and Poor’s (S&P), and (the much smaller) Fitch IBCA have an aggregate market share of roughly 94%. Therefore, these three are said to ‘control’, or at least to substantially affect, a large portion of global capital flows. Several authors consider ratings to be a prime determinant of creditworthiness (for a literature summary, see Gras, 2003). The confidence of investors is essential for access to the global credit market and thus for the success or failure of firms and even countries.1 If rating agencies were truly essential for the confidence of investors, the impact on the affected economies and firms in the affected economies would determine the life chances of these entities. Especially severe problems might occur if an economy loses the so-called ‘investment grade’ rating due to a downgrading of the rating. Many investment funds focus on assets with low risk and are obliged to hold only assets that have received an investment grade rating rather than a poor speculative grade rating (for further details, see Schwarcz, 2002). If a rating approaches or crosses the threshold between investment grade and speculative grade ratings, the compulsive reaction of the respective funds might cause severe capital exports. Several authors believe that they have found empirical evidence for the self-reinforcing interaction between exchange rates and sovereign ratings.2 Some authors go even further and accuse the ratings agencies of being responsible for the outbreak of the crisis (Hillebrand, 2001). 
7) Loss of investor confidence tanks the economy

CFR 2011 (Committee of Responsible budget, “The Budget Deficit and U.S. competitiveness”, http://www.cfr.org/economics/budget-deficit-us-competitiveness/p24910)

Most economists fear that large budget deficits and growing debt poses a considerable threat to U.S. global economic competitiveness. Maya MacGuineas of the New America Foundation suggests the government needs a dramatic shift from a consumption-oriented budget to one centered on investment, including R&D and human capital. The Peterson Institute's C. Fred Bergsten says an "early correction" is necessary to prevent investment-killing interest rate hikes and an inopportune rise in the dollar’s exchange rate.* CFR's Sebastian Mallaby says ongoing deficits may reduce the willingness of major investors to buy and hold U.S. Treasuries, pushing up interest rates and threatening the dollar's reserve currency status. Daniel Mitchell of the Cato Institute asserts the best way to control red ink is to cap the rise of federal spending and allow revenue growth from the economic recovery to "catch up." The Economist's Greg Ip advocates a "medium-term plan" that includes a reform of the tax system and, possibly, raising the retirement age.

1NC Food
1) Gini coefficient non-predictive of stability- US has a Gini coefficient of .45 and is considered the most stable country in the world 

2) Lock failure only drives up prices- China would acquiesce to higher prices 

3) The US only produces 30 percent of exported soybeans china only consumes 15% of global soy- US soy not key 
SoyStats 12 (http://www.soystats.com/2012/Default-frames.htm)

In 2011, soybeans represented 56 percent of world oilseed production, and 33 percent of those soybeans were produced in the United States. The United States exported 1.275 billion bushels (34.7 million metric tons) of soybeans, which accounted for 37 percent of the world's soybean trade.   U.S. soybean and soy product exports exceeded $21.5 billion in 2011. China was the largest customer for U.S. soybeans with purchases exceeding $10.4 billion. Mexico was the second largest market for U.S. soybeans with purchases of nearly $1.6 billion. Other significant buyers included Japan with purchases of $954 million and Indonesia with purchases of $859 million. 

4) Brazil and Argentina produce the other 60%- do the math US not key 

(Carrie Brown-Lima Working Landscapes Researcher, Melissa Cooney Regional Operations Manager, Latin America

The Nature Conservancy, And David Cleary 2011, Director of AG the nature conservatory, nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/southamerica/brazil/explore/brazil-china-soybean-trade.pdf)

While the soybean originated in eastern China, the US surpassed China and became the world’s leading  producer following World War II. By 1970 the US was producing three fourths of the world’s soybeans and  was the sole exporter. However, in 1975 Brazil exceeded China’s production to become the world’s second  largest producer and a top soybean exporter. Today Brazil is still one of the world’s top soybean exporters  and continues to be the second largest producer following the US. Argentina has also emerged as the third  exporter and producer, nearly doubling its output during the past decade (Figure 1). Paraguay has increased  its production and exports significantly in recent years putting it on the map as the world’s fourth largest  soybean exporter (Figure 2). Together, the US, Brazil, and Argentina produce approximately four fifths of  the world’s soybean crop and account for 90 percent of global soybean exports.  

5) China would NEVER be forced to buy grain from lock failure as per their internal link- They would just buy more soy beans for more
6) US AG subsidies mean that if food prices rose other nations would be able to grow food and balance prices 
7) China is self-sufficient

(Vincent ter Beek, Staff Writer, 6/27/2012 http://www.pigprogress.net/background/china-%96-heading-for-food-self-sufficiency-and-more-8981.html)

How will China cope with its growing population and growing demand for foods? Is the country able to feed its projected 1.34 billion inhabitants by 2050? Clearly, yes, says Jikun Huang, of the Chinese Academy of Sciences. By 2020 the country will be 99% self-sufficient. The story has been well-known for some time. When it comes to food security in China, many have pointed to rapid economic growth, the rising food demand, increasing imports of feedstuffs like soybeans. So often, the question is: Who will feed China? A question for Jikun Huang, from the Center for Chinese Agricultural Policy at the Chinese Academy of Sciences. He addressed the audience at the ‘Feeding the World’ summit, organised by the Economist Group and sponsored by DSM, in Geneva, Switzerland, on 8 February. His answer can be summarised as: China will take care of itself – and others too. Huang pointed to the time frame between 1992 and 2010, stating that in 17 years, China was a net food exporter. It is only in the last three years that China had to import. He also mentioned the fact that both national and household food security has significantly improved in this time. Huang continued by explaining how China had managed to achieve this. The annual growth rate of China’s agriculture has been 4.4 times the rate of the population growth in the last 30 years. To support this, he showed figures of a staggering grain production growth (74%) between 1978 and 2009; a whopping oil crop production growth by 505% in that same time frame. Similarly, meat production has grown extremely strong over the last 30 years, be it for pork, poultry, beef or mutton.  Two developments in Beijing are at the basis of these achievements, Huang explained – a combination of strong investments in agriculture and a national policy reform. 

8) Soybeans are a luxury import- no Chinese starvation or revolt as lower classes don’t rely on imported soy 

9) CCP stable and resilient- Great leap forward and 90 years of WAY worse conditions prove collapse is unlikely

10) Low food export prices force small farmers out of the market and ensures starvation- only an increase in food prices guarantees a transition away from an artificially sustained market to a sustainable system

(Dr. FRANCES CHANDLER, 5/3, 2012, Independent Senator in the Upper Chamber of the Parliament of Barbados, http://businessbarbados.com/industry-guide/agriculture-and-fisheries/lets-put-food-security-talk-action/)

His thinking is of course in line with the WTO whose Agreement on Agriculture (AOA) , according to Debi Barker, Executive Director of the International Forum on Globalization, “has emerged as the most contentious issue at the WTO because of two basic facts: (1) agriculture is still the primary source of livelihood for roughly half of humanity; and (2) tremendous wealth and political control are derived from agricultural production and trade. Thus, the AOA pits many of the poorest people in the world against many of the wealthiest and most powerful…It requires that countries stop subsidizing their rural communities, and open their economies to industrialized, corporate farming practices. Simultaneously, it allows for the mass subsidization of multinational corporate farms, mainly in the U.S. and European Union, through billions of dollars in “hidden” subsidies such as those for exports. The European Union and the U.S. are committed to the preservation of their subsidies and their protections for domestic farmers”  She goes on to say that AOA’s imposition of an unequal system of global competition on the domestic farm sector has undermined the viability of small farmers around the world who are unable to compete with cheaper subsidized imports. As a result, it is driving millions of small farmers off the land and increasing the concentration of control over agriculture in the hands of a shrinking number of global corporations. The International Forum on Globalisation agrees with peoples’ movements and governments the world over that the answer to this impasse is to remove agriculture from the WTO altogether (www.ifg.org/pdf/cancun/issues-foodsecurity.pdf). I totally agree.  The findings of Olivier De Schutter , UN Human Rights Council Special Rapporteur on the right to food reported in December 2011 to WTO members are also instructive – “Globalization creates big winners and big losers. But where food systems are concerned, losing out means sinking into poverty and hunger. A vision of food security that deepens the divide between food-surplus and food-deficit regions, between exporters and importers, and between winners and losers, simply cannot be accepted.  However, we must ensure that the debate starts from the correct premise. This premise must acknowledge the dangers for poor countries in relying excessively on trade. We must also assess the compatibility of WTO disciplines and the Doha agenda with the food security agenda. Without such a fundamental reassessment, we will remain wedded to food systems where the most efficient producers with the biggest economies of scale are relied upon to feed food-deficit regions, and where the divide only gets bigger.  This may look like food security on paper, but it is an approach that has failed spectacularly. The reality on the ground is that vulnerable populations are consigned to endemic hunger and poverty.  The food bills of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) increased five- or six-fold between 1992 and 2008. Imports now account for around 25 per cent of their current food consumption. These countries are caught in a vicious cycle. The more they are told to rely on trade, the less they invest in domestic agriculture. And the less they support their own farmers, the more they have to rely on trade.  In the long term, poor net-food-importing countries will not be helped by being fed. They will be helped by being able to feed themselves. It is disappointing that the WTO continues to fight the battles of the past.” 

1NC Competiveness 

1) Competiveness has been declining for years no reason why now is key 
2) (Their Card) Alt causes mean plan ALONE doesn’t solve – Education, Tax code, Political system, Macroeconomic policies, legal framework, regulations and work force skills  

Ausick 12 (Paul, staff writer for 24/7 Wall Street, citing Harvard Business School report, http://247wallst.com/2012/01/18/harvard-study-says-us-competitiveness-will-decline/)

More than 70% of those surveyed in a recent study conducted by the Harvard Business School expect American competitiveness to decline over the next three years. The survey was distributed to alumni of the HBS and 9,750 were used as the basis for the study. Of those surveyed, more than 1,700 “were personally involved in decisions about whether to place business activities and jobs in the U.S. or elsewhere.”Here’s how the US stacked up generally:¶ [T]he United States competed with virtually the entire world and fared poorly, losing two-thirds of the decisions that were resolved. Facilities involving large numbers of jobs, high-end work, and groups of activities located together moved out of the U.S. much faster than they moved in.¶ Respondents also had opinions on what was causing the problem:¶ [The] greatest current or emerging weaknesses [were perceived] to be in America’s tax code, political system, K-12 education system, macroeconomic policies, legal framework, regulations, infrastructure, and workforce skills.¶ The study’s authors, Michael Porter and Jan Rivkin, define US competitiveness as “the extent to which ﬁrms operating in the U.S. are able to compete successfully in the global economy while supporting high and rising living standards for Americans.”¶ Respondents from firms that manufacture goods are more pessimistic than respondents who work in fields like financial services, public administration, or other sectors less exposed to international competition. As the authors point out, “[I]t will be hard for America to tackle its competitiveness problem if leaders in the country lack a shared perspective on the issue and a common sense of urgency.”¶ Of more than 1,000 decisions that respondents were directly involved in and that had to do with locating company facilities, 84% of the decisions were made to locate outside the US. Another bit of bad news about offshoring: 42% of decisions to move US activities offshore include high-value activities like research & development and engineering.
3) Protectionist reforms won’t pass - massive political resistance meant that even in the midst of the economic recession we passed Korus 

4) Economic competitiveness spurs protectionism 

Stavrou 3/28/12 [Protesilaos Stavrou, economic consultant for EU parliament, contributor to one europe and the daily journalist http://protesilaos.blogactiv.eu/2012/03/28/national-competitiveness-and-the-protectionist-race-to-the-bottom/]

National competitiveness¶ Even though protectionism exists in quite an apparent way, over the last few years, we have developed a new “compelling” notion, to conceal the fact: national competitiveness, i.e. the idea that countries can be competitive or uncompetitive. For instance Greece is considered uncompetitive while Germany is thought to be competitive. Though this concept could make sense, if taken light-heartedly, as a loose expression for the level of education, or technological research, or entrepreneurship, or internal market rigidities and malignancies, pointing to the need for structural reforms and so on; it remains nonetheless a rather problematic idea. The reason is that in the economic sense nations do not compete with each other – only businesses do.¶ To illustrate the point, Germany is thought to be a very “competitive” economy, yet the German firm in a given industry, say tourism, might be far less competitive than the equivalent Greek, even if Greece as a nation is not “competitive”. Same applies for virtually every singletradable sector on the planet. Nations can only follow two possible courses of action as far as trade is concerned: either cooperate with each other, like the EU in its internal dimension, or hamper each others efforts by means of protectionism. At any rate nations have no “competitiveness” at all, in the strict sense – this notion is in my view a rather misleading abstraction.¶ The reason such a term has become a standard, especially in post-financial crisis economico-political parlance, has much to do with politics and the subconscious cultivation of “we-they” mentalities. It is convenient for national politicians to praise the “competitiveness” of their country, while it also serves as a handy tool to justify the existence of protectionist policies by claiming that these contribute to the overall “competitiveness” of the country. In light of this, we recently heard the French President and presidential candidate Nikolas Sarkozy elaborating on yet another perverse proposal: the “Buy European Act” whose purpose will be to encourage consumers (or practically force them) to purchase European products instead of their equivalent international ones.¶ If we as individual European consumers really feel like helping our fellow European producers we can do it by ourselves without some nomenclature coercing us. After all the best way for producers to help themselves is to stand up to international competition by producing cheaper, better and more innovative products that we will buy because they really are good, not because Sarkozy or whoever else thinks it would be good. What regulators really need to be concerned about, is how to help producers reach that point, by removing many of the obstacles they have erected and instead facilitate and encourage the reallocation of resources from non-tradable to tradable areas. Narrow-sighted ideas like those of Sarkozy, if brought into law, will return us back to the times we understood international trade as high politics and used it to grind our “enemies” under our heel, eventually fueling an economic war of attrition. Such nonsense will ultimately do much more harm than good to everyone, including European producers.

5) Waterway infrastructure is currently functional- Declining competiveness proves locks not key 
6) EU protectionism is inevitable 

Stares ’12 [Justin Stares, contributor to Public Service Europe, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/has-european-protectionism-finally-triumphed-over-free-trade]
Protectionist nations such as France are gaining the upper hand over supporters of free trade, including the United Kingdom, and the new battleground is the European Commission's proposal on public procurement¶ British students of European affairs are taught that the French have protectionism in their blood. From a British perspective, the Common Agricultural Policy is merely a slush fund for French farmers who do not want to consolidate. Seen through British eyes, French demands for quotas and subsidies for the arts serve little purpose other than to boost the album sales of Johnny Hallyday, France's answer to Elvis Presley. In British textbooks, there are many examples of devious French attempts to circumvent the common market. Preventing an influx of Japanese consumer durables might no longer be possible via tariffs, but that did not stop the French from forcing all imports through a small regional port where there was only one customs officer to process the shipments.¶ The French believe they are under no obligation to trade freely with countries that are themselves not believers in free trade. "What we want is reciprocity," says Gael Veyssiere, spokesman for the French permanent representation to the European Union. "We believe in fair free trade. Why should we be the only ones to be completely open when others are not?" he tells PublicServiceEurope.com. French ministers take this protectionist reflex to Brussels, where they find support from similar-minded nations such as Italy. They attempt to block takeovers on the grounds that certain French companies are strategic assets; they talk up "Buy European" campaigns such as the one now promoted by French President Nicolas Sarkozy, who is seeking re-election. "Europe has for too long been the idiot of the global village," former French foreign affairs minister Hubert Vedrine told Belgian newspaper Le Soir. "This has to stop," he said earlier this month. "Open your eyes: lots of countries that were yesterday aid recipients have today become dragons and huge competitors. We have to re-establish more balance between countries in the west and the emerging countries. Tensions will be inevitable. So what? We mustn't be afraid."¶ For several decades now, overtures such as these have fallen on deaf ears in the European Union capital. Protectionists have been beaten back by free-traders, led by the UK and Germany and supported by smaller nations such as the Netherlands and Denmark. Free-traders believe all restrictions are bad because they result in higher prices for consumers. Under a protectionist regime, cosy incumbents have no incentive to become more efficient. For free-traders, domestic markets must remain open even if trade partners' markets are not. They believe Europe must set an example, in the hope that one day its partners will see that their polices are misguided. This attitude has, by and large, also been adopted by the European Commission itself.¶ But with the advent of record European unemployment, the free-traders are losing ground across the EU. One of the defining moments came last week, when the commission said it was in favour of discriminating against firms based in countries where European companies are excluded from the public procurement market. In cases where the carrot of free trade is not working, the commission wants to wield the stick. "I want to underline that this is in no way a protectionist measure," European Trade Commissioner Karel De Gucht told La Libre Belgique, another Belgian newspaper. This obvious untruth was soon laid bare by the reaction in the France, which was jubilant. "Brussels makes a small step towards a Buy European Act," ran the headline in the French newspaper Le Figaro. At the other end of the spectrum, the British were none too pleased.

7) The US already lost competiveness- we’re number 5 on the index 

8) Protectionism doesn’t cause war- lack of communication and competition reduces friction between nations, US-USSR relations prove 
1NC Coal 

1) The amount of coal used in steel vastly dwarfed by the amount used for electricity- increased coal prices can be met by the steel industry without problems 

2) Steel industry could still get coal from rail

3) Imports solve the internal link 

(Strategic Materials Protection Board December 12, 2008 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology & Logistics)  Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Industrial Policy)  Executive Secretary to the Strategic Materials Protection Board  http://www.acq.osd.mil/mibp/docs/report_from_2nd_mtg_of_smpb_12-2008.pdf) 

For a material to be elevated to “critical material” status there must also be a significant  risk of supply disruption.  For specialty metals, in addition to strong U.S. suppliers, there are  reliable foreign suppliers.  Specialty steels and metal alloys are produced globally; leading  producers include Japan, South Korea, Germany, India, Brazil, Mexico, Canada, Australia, and  the UK.  Titanium and titanium alloys are produced in Japan, Italy, Germany, France, and the  UK.  Zirconium and zirconium alloys are produced in Canada, Germany, France, and Japan.   Although many metals are commodities and traded throughout the global market, there are cases in which the price of a metal varies by region.  Table 1 summarizes the sources and prices for a select set of metals.  It highlights the extent to which such metals are imported into the United States, the largest producers world-wide and the largest importers into the United States, and differences in metal prices in domestic and foreign markets.  (Note that there is no statutory domestic source restriction for titanium sponge.) 

4) Economic growth controls the internal link- Profits allow for the purchase of materials and decline forces them out of the market 

5) Steel not important for US hegemony- The industry hypes its own importance 

(Richard A. McCormack, Richard McCormack is editor and publisher of Manufacturing & Technology News , April 17, 2009, Manufacturing and technology news volume 16, no. 9 “Defense Department To The U.S. Specialty Metals Industry: We Don’t Need You”)

The health and wellbeing of the U.S. specialty metals industry is not important to the Department of Defense, according to DOD’s Strategic Materials Protection Board. Specialty metals are no different to DOD than materials such as plastic, rubber and glass, says the board in a report that is raising the ire of U.S. specialty metals industries. If the U.S. industry is not competitive, then there are plenty of reliable producers in Japan, Germany, France, Italy, Mexico, Brazil and Canada that can supply the U.S. military with most everything it needs, according to the Strategic Materials Protection Board.  The specialty metals industry has falsely made the claim that it is critical to national security, says the DOD board. “Reliable access does not always necessitate a domestic source,” says the Materials Board in the second sentence of its assessment of DOD’s relationship with the industry. “In fact, the Department wants to take full advantage of the competitive benefits offered by access to the best global suppliers; and to promote consistency and fairness in dealing with its allies, all the while assuring that an adequate industrial base is maintained to support defense needs.” As a result, DOD “sometimes may be dependent on reliable non-U.S. suppliers,” which is just as good as being dependent on reliable U.S. suppliers.  The Strategic Materials Board sounds like it holds great disdain for the U.S. steel and specialty metals industries. It says in its report from the meeting it held on December 12, 2008, that its “key finding” is that specialty metals “are not ‘materials critical to national security’ for which only a U.S. source should be used; and there is no national security reason for the Department to take action to ensure a long-term domestic supply of these specialty metals.” 

6) Impact empirically denied- Wars have occurred during periods of hegemonic rule 

7) Retrenchment is peaceful – even when it’s quick.
Parent and MacDonald 11 (Joseph Parent, Assistant professor at the University of Miami, Paul Macdonald, Assistant professor at Williams college, “Graceful decline? The surprising success of Great Power Retrenchment” pages 1-10, 2011, MIT press journal, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00034)

How do great powers respond to acute decline? The erosion of the relative power of the United States has scholars and policymakers reexamining this question. The central issue is whether prompt retrenchment is desirable or probable. Some pessimists counsel that retrenchment is a dangerous policy, because it shows weakness and invites attack. Robert Kagan, for example, warns, “A reduction in defense spending . . . would unnerve American allies and undercut efforts to gain greater cooperation. There is already a sense around the world, fed by irresponsible pundits here at home, that the United States is in terminal decline. Many fear that the economic crisis will cause the United States to pull back from overseas commitments. The announcement of a defense cutback would be taken by the world as evidence that the American retreat has begun.”1 Robert Kaplan likewise argues, “Husbanding our power in an effort to slow America’s decline in a post-Iraq and post-Afghanistan world would mean avoiding debilitating land entanglements and focusing instead on being more of an offshore balancer. . . . While this may be in America’s interest, the very signaling of such an aloof intention may encourage regional bullies. . . . [L]essening our engagement with the world would have devastating consequences for humanity. The disruptions we witness today are but a taste of what is to come should our country ºinch from its international responsibilities.” 2 The consequences of these views are clear: retrenchment should be avoided and forward defenses maintained into the indefinite future.3 Other observers advocate retrenchment policies, but they are pessimistic about their prospects.4 Christopher Layne, for instance, predicts, “Even as the globe is being turned upside down by material factors, the foreign policies of individual states are shaped by the ideas leaders hold about their own nations’ identity and place in world politics. More than most, America’s foreign policy is the product of such ideas, and U.S. foreign-policy elites have constructed their own myths of empire to justify the United States’ hegemonic role.”5 Stephen Walt likewise advocates greater restraint in U.S. grand strategy, but cautions, “The United States . . . remains a remarkably immature great power, one whose rhetoric is frequently at odds with its conduct and one that tends to treat the management of foreign affairs largely as an adjunct to domestic politics. . . . [S]eemingly secure behind its nuclear deterrent and oceanic moats, and possessing unmatched economic and military power, the United States allowed its foreign policy to be distorted by partisan sniping, hijacked by foreign lobbyists and narrow domestic special interests, blinded by lofty but unrealistic rhetoric, and held hostage by irresponsible and xenophobic members of Congress.”6 Although retrenchment is a preferable policy, these arguments suggest that great powers often cling to unprofitable foreign commitments for parochial reasons of national culture or domestic politics.7 These arguments have grim implications for contemporary international politics. With the rise of new powers, such as China, the international pecking order will be in increasing ºux in the coming decades.8 Yet, if the pessimists about their prospects.4 Christopher Layne, for instance, predicts, “Even as the globe is being turned upside down by material factors, the foreign policies of individual states are shaped by the ideas leaders hold about their own nations’ identity and place in world politics. More than most, America’s foreign policy is the product of such ideas, and U.S. foreign-policy elites have constructed their own myths of empire to justify the United States’ hegemonic role.”5 Stephen Walt likewise advocates greater restraint in U.S. grand strategy, but cautions, “The United States . . . remains a remarkably immature great power, one whose rhetoric is frequently at odds with its conduct and one that tends to treat the management of foreign affairs largely as an adjunct to domestic politics. . . . Perceptions of weakness and declining U.S. credibility will encourage policymakers to hold on to burdensome overseas commitments, despite their high costs in blood and treasure.9 Policymakers in Washington will struggle to retire from profitless military engagements and restrain ballooning current accounts and budget deªcits.10 For some observers, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan represent the ill-advised last gasps of a declining hegemon seeking to bolster its plummeting position.11 In this article, we question the logic and evidence of the retrenchment pessimists. To date there has been neither a comprehensive study of great power retrenchment nor a study that lays out the case for retrenchment as a practical or probable policy. This article fills these gaps by systematically examining the relationship between acute relative decline and the responses of great powers. We examine eighteen cases of acute relative decline since 1870 and advance three main arguments. First, we challenge the retrenchment pessimists’ claim that domestic or international constraints inhibit the ability of declining great powers to retrench. In fact, when states fall in the hierarchy of great powers, peaceful retrenchment is the most common response, even over short time spans. Based on the empirical record, we find that great powers retrenched in no less than eleven and no more than fifteen of the eighteen cases, a range of 61–83 percent. When international conditions demand it, states renounce risky ties, increase reliance on allies or adversaries, draw down their military obligations, and impose adjustments on domestic populations. Second, we find that the magnitude of relative decline helps explain the extent of great power retrenchment. Following the dictates of neorealist theory, great powers retrench for the same reason they expand: the rigors of great power politics compel them to do so.12 Retrenchment is by no means easy, but necessity is the mother of invention, and declining great powers face powerful incentives to contract their interests in a prompt and proportionate manner. Knowing only a state’s rate of relative economic decline explains its corresponding degree of retrenchment in as much as 61 percent of the cases we examined. Third, we argue that the rate of decline helps explain what forms great power retrenchment will take. How fast great powers fall contributes to whether these retrenching states will internally reform, seek new allies or rely more heavily on old ones, and make diplomatic overtures to enemies. Further, our analysis suggests that great powers facing acute decline are less likely to initiate or escalate militarized interstate disputes. Faced with diminishing resources, great powers moderate their foreign policy ambitions and offer concessions in areas of lesser strategic value. Contrary to the pessimistic conclusions of critics, retrenchment neither requires aggression nor invites predation. Great powers are able to rebalance their commitments through compromise, rather than conflict. In these ways, states respond to penury the same way they do to plenty: they seek to adopt policies that maximize security given available means. Far from being a hazardous policy, retrenchment can be successful. States that retrench often regain their position in the hierarchy of great powers. Of the fifteen great powers that adopted retrenchment in response to acute relative decline, 40 percent managed to recover their ordinal rank. In contrast, none of the declining powers that failed to retrench recovered their relative position. 
1NC Solvency 

1) Implementation of plan would cause multi-year closures of infrastructure 
2) Funding not the problem- poor organization and increasing backlog ensure new projects fail

(National Wildlife Federation, March 2004, waterprotectionnetwork.org/sitepages/downloads/ToolsAndResources-Reports/CRN-trRpt-Crossroads2004.pdf)

The lack of legitimate priorities has serious consequences on the Corps' program and the nation. The Corps has amassed a mammoth $58 billion construction backlog 132 and a $1 billion backlog in high priority maintenance work. 133 With an annual construction budget of about $1.5 billion, the construction backlog would take 35 to 40 years to complete, assuming that no new projects are authorized. Pumping more money into the Corps' construction budget to address the symptom – the backlog – would not address the underlying problem – the lack of priorities. In a futile attempt to manage the Corps' budget in light of its growing backlog, recent administrations have refused to budget funds to start new construction projects. However, the "no new starts" policy avoids addressing the root causes of the problem and effectively concentrates funding on old projects. Under this funding process, outdated, ill-conceived projects are more likely to receive funding than new, worthy ones. Failing to purge the backlog guarantees that limited funding is spread thinly over a large number of projects, which lengthens the time to complete worthy projects and increases all project costs through inefficient construction schedules. 135 Failing to focus the Corps on issues of national importance also blurs the level of responsibility among the private sector and federal, state and local governments. There is virtually an unlimited demand for local infrastructure subsidized bythe federal government. Yet, the more Congress and the Corps saddle the agency with essentially local or private sector responsibilities, the fewer resources the Corps can devote to issues of interstate and national importance. 

3) No reason that modernization would implemented in time to stop failures

4) Freight rail fills in

(Charles V. Stern, Analyst in Natural Resources Policy, April 12, 2012, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41430.pdf)

Although previous estimates by the Corps and others projected that inland waterway traffic would  increase over time, actual traffic on inland waterways has for the most part remained flat in recent  years. 6  At the same time, overall freight tonnage for all modes of domestic freight shipping  increased at an average annual rate of 1.2% from 1997 to 2007, and is expected to continue to  increase. 7  The Department of Transportation projects that freight tonnage will double over the  next 25 years, with inland waterway traffic projected to increase at a rate significantly less than  that projected for rail and highway shipping. 8 

1NC Free Trade 

Their Johnson card that says waterways kill trade is specific to only specific to Texas

Free Trade theory fails – international markets and economic decline 

Fletcher ‘10
[Ian Fletcher, Adjunct Fellow at the San Francisco office of the U.S. Business and Industry Council, March 18 2010 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ian-fletcher/free-trade-vs-protectioni_b_504403.html]
Let's crack open the intimidating "black box" of free trade's supposedly irrefutable economics.¶ The first problem with free trade is that conventional arguments for it are about GDP. But GDP is not identical with material well-being. Whenever someone breaks a window or gets a divorce, GDP goes up. So even if free trade economics were 100% valid (it isn't), free trade would still not necessarily be best.¶ The second problem is externalities, or when economic value is created or destroyed without a price tag. Negative externalities like environmental damage are well known. Less well-appreciated in the U.S. are positive externalities, like the way some industries open up paths of growth for the entire economy. Free trade can wipe out these industries because it ignores this hidden value.¶ The third problem is the assumption trade is sustainable. A nation exporting non-renewable resources may discover that its best move (in the short run) is to export until it runs out. The flip side is overconsumption, in which a nation (like the present-day U.S.) borrows from abroad and sells off assets in order to finance a short-term binge of imports that lowers its long-term living standard. Free trade economics defines both these problems out of existence by conceiving economic efficiency as merely the optimal satisfaction of consumer preferences, so if consumers want a short-term binge, then free trade is "efficient."¶ The fourth problem is the assumption that free trade does not increase income inequality. If it does, free trade may benefit the economy as a whole yet harm most people in it. Free trade tends to raise return to the abundant input to production (in America, capital) and lower returns to the scarce input (in America, labor), so it benefits capital at labor's expense.¶ The fifth problem is the assumption, in the all-important theory of comparative advantage, that factors of production (especially capital) are not mobile between nations. This theory says free trade will reshuffle a nation's factors of production to their most productive uses. But if factors of production are internationally mobile, and their most-productive use is in another country, then free trade will cause them to migrate there--which is not necessarily best for the nation they depart.¶ The sixth problem is that this theory assumes factors of production are mobile within nations. Unemployed autoworkers become aircraft workers, and abandoned automobile plants turn into aircraft factories.¶ The seventh problem is that this theory assumes the economy is always operating at full output, or at least that trade has no effect on its output level.¶ The eighth problem is that this theory assumes short-term efficiency is the origin of long-term growth. But economic growth is about turning from Burkina Faso into South Korea, not about being the most-efficient possible Burkina Faso forever. History has shown that the short-term inefficiencies of a prudent tariff are more than compensated for by the long-term spur to industry growth it can provide, largely because growth has more to do with the industry externalities mentioned above than short-term efficiency per se.¶ The ninth problem is that this theory merely guarantees (if true) there will be gains from trade. It does not guarantee that changes induced by free trade, like rising productivity abroad, will cause these gains to grow rather than shrink. So free trade can strengthen our rivals.¶ The tenth problem is that, in the presence of scale economies, the perfectly-competitive international markets assumed by the theory of comparative advantage do not exist. Instead, outsize returns accrue to nations that host global oligopoly industries. And free trade will not necessarily assign any given nation these industries. 
Their Internal link to waterway failure only accounts for one river at a time- ensures some trade still remains 

EU protectionism is inevitable 

Stares ’12 [Justin Stares, contributor to Public Service Europe, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/has-european-protectionism-finally-triumphed-over-free-trade]
Protectionist nations such as France are gaining the upper hand over supporters of free trade, including the United Kingdom, and the new battleground is the European Commission's proposal on public procurement¶ British students of European affairs are taught that the French have protectionism in their blood. From a British perspective, the Common Agricultural Policy is merely a slush fund for French farmers who do not want to consolidate. Seen through British eyes, French demands for quotas and subsidies for the arts serve little purpose other than to boost the album sales of Johnny Hallyday, France's answer to Elvis Presley. In British textbooks, there are many examples of devious French attempts to circumvent the common market. Preventing an influx of Japanese consumer durables might no longer be possible via tariffs, but that did not stop the French from forcing all imports through a small regional port where there was only one customs officer to process the shipments.¶ The French believe they are under no obligation to trade freely with countries that are themselves not believers in free trade. "What we want is reciprocity," says Gael Veyssiere, spokesman for the French permanent representation to the European Union. "We believe in fair free trade. Why should we be the only ones to be completely open when others are not?" he tells PublicServiceEurope.com. French ministers take this protectionist reflex to Brussels, where they find support from similar-minded nations such as Italy. They attempt to block takeovers on the grounds that certain French companies are strategic assets; they talk up "Buy European" campaigns such as the one now promoted by French President Nicolas Sarkozy, who is seeking re-election. "Europe has for too long been the idiot of the global village," former French foreign affairs minister Hubert Vedrine told Belgian newspaper Le Soir. "This has to stop," he said earlier this month. "Open your eyes: lots of countries that were yesterday aid recipients have today become dragons and huge competitors. We have to re-establish more balance between countries in the west and the emerging countries. Tensions will be inevitable. So what? We mustn't be afraid."¶ For several decades now, overtures such as these have fallen on deaf ears in the European Union capital. Protectionists have been beaten back by free-traders, led by the UK and Germany and supported by smaller nations such as the Netherlands and Denmark. Free-traders believe all restrictions are bad because they result in higher prices for consumers. Under a protectionist regime, cosy incumbents have no incentive to become more efficient. For free-traders, domestic markets must remain open even if trade partners' markets are not. They believe Europe must set an example, in the hope that one day its partners will see that their polices are misguided. This attitude has, by and large, also been adopted by the European Commission itself.¶ But with the advent of record European unemployment, the free-traders are losing ground across the EU. One of the defining moments came last week, when the commission said it was in favour of discriminating against firms based in countries where European companies are excluded from the public procurement market. In cases where the carrot of free trade is not working, the commission wants to wield the stick. "I want to underline that this is in no way a protectionist measure," European Trade Commissioner Karel De Gucht told La Libre Belgique, another Belgian newspaper. This obvious untruth was soon laid bare by the reaction in the France, which was jubilant. "Brussels makes a small step towards a Buy European Act," ran the headline in the French newspaper Le Figaro. At the other end of the spectrum, the British were none too pleased.

The US Supports free trade even during economic hard times- korus proves 

Economic competitiveness spurs protectionism 

Stavrou 3/28/12 [Protesilaos Stavrou, economic consultant for EU parliament, contributor to one europe and the daily journalist http://protesilaos.blogactiv.eu/2012/03/28/national-competitiveness-and-the-protectionist-race-to-the-bottom/]

National competitiveness¶ Even though protectionism exists in quite an apparent way, over the last few years, we have developed a new “compelling” notion, to conceal the fact: national competitiveness, i.e. the idea that countries can be competitive or uncompetitive. For instance Greece is considered uncompetitive while Germany is thought to be competitive. Though this concept could make sense, if taken light-heartedly, as a loose expression for the level of education, or technological research, or entrepreneurship, or internal market rigidities and malignancies, pointing to the need for structural reforms and so on; it remains nonetheless a rather problematic idea. The reason is that in the economic sense nations do not compete with each other – only businesses do.¶ To illustrate the point, Germany is thought to be a very “competitive” economy, yet the German firm in a given industry, say tourism, might be far less competitive than the equivalent Greek, even if Greece as a nation is not “competitive”. Same applies for virtually every singletradable sector on the planet. Nations can only follow two possible courses of action as far as trade is concerned: either cooperate with each other, like the EU in its internal dimension, or hamper each others efforts by means of protectionism. At any rate nations have no “competitiveness” at all, in the strict sense – this notion is in my view a rather misleading abstraction.¶ The reason such a term has become a standard, especially in post-financial crisis economico-political parlance, has much to do with politics and the subconscious cultivation of “we-they” mentalities. It is convenient for national politicians to praise the “competitiveness” of their country, while it also serves as a handy tool to justify the existence of protectionist policies by claiming that these contribute to the overall “competitiveness” of the country. In light of this, we recently heard the French President and presidential candidate Nikolas Sarkozy elaborating on yet another perverse proposal: the “Buy European Act” whose purpose will be to encourage consumers (or practically force them) to purchase European products instead of their equivalent international ones.¶ If we as individual European consumers really feel like helping our fellow European producers we can do it by ourselves without some nomenclature coercing us. After all the best way for producers to help themselves is to stand up to international competition by producing cheaper, better and more innovative products that we will buy because they really are good, not because Sarkozy or whoever else thinks it would be good. What regulators really need to be concerned about, is how to help producers reach that point, by removing many of the obstacles they have erected and instead facilitate and encourage the reallocation of resources from non-tradable to tradable areas. Narrow-sighted ideas like those of Sarkozy, if brought into law, will return us back to the times we understood international trade as high politics and used it to grind our “enemies” under our heel, eventually fueling an economic war of attrition. Such nonsense will ultimately do much more harm than good to everyone, including European producers.

Loss of competiveness does not equate with collapse of global free trade 

Coal

Coal not key to steel industry
Water transported coal not key to the steel industry 

(Ernst Worrell et al. PHD lead industrial energy assessment Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Paul Blinde, Maarten Neelis, Eliane Blomen, and Eric Masanet, October 2010 “Energy Efficiency Improvement and Cost Saving Opportunities   for the U.S. Iron and Steel Industry  An ENERGY STAR ®  Guide for Energy  and Plant Managers”)

 There are about 116 operating steel plants in the U.S. operated by 57 companies. The locations of steel mills are depicted in Figure 2-2. Integrated mills producing both pig iron and primary steel are concentrated in the Great Lakes region, near supplies of coal and iron ore and near key customers such as the automobile manufacturers. Minimills use electric arc  furnaces, do not need coal for fuel, and are less reliant on water transport than integrated steel  mills. As a result, they are more widely distributed across the United States. 
Domestic steel not key to heg

Steel not important for US hegemony- The industry hypes its own importance 
(Richard A. McCormack, Richard McCormack is editor and publisher of Manufacturing & Technology News , April 17, 2009, Manufacturing and technology news volume 16, no. 9 “Defense Department To The U.S. Specialty Metals Industry: We Don’t Need You”)

The health and wellbeing of the U.S. specialty metals industry is not important to the Department of Defense, according to DOD’s Strategic Materials Protection Board. Specialty metals are no different to DOD than materials such as plastic, rubber and glass, says the board in a report that is raising the ire of U.S. specialty metals industries. If the U.S. industry is not competitive, then there are plenty of reliable producers in Japan, Germany, France, Italy, Mexico, Brazil and Canada that can supply the U.S. military with most everything it needs, according to the Strategic Materials Protection Board.  The specialty metals industry has falsely made the claim that it is critical to national security, says the DOD board. “Reliable access does not always necessitate a domestic source,” says the Materials Board in the second sentence of its assessment of DOD’s relationship with the industry. “In fact, the Department wants to take full advantage of the competitive benefits offered by access to the best global suppliers; and to promote consistency and fairness in dealing with its allies, all the while assuring that an adequate industrial base is maintained to support defense needs.” As a result, DOD “sometimes may be dependent on reliable non-U.S. suppliers,” which is just as good as being dependent on reliable U.S. suppliers.  The Strategic Materials Board sounds like it holds great disdain for the U.S. steel and specialty metals industries. It says in its report from the meeting it held on December 12, 2008, that its “key finding” is that specialty metals “are not ‘materials critical to national security’ for which only a U.S. source should be used; and there is no national security reason for the Department to take action to ensure a long-term domestic supply of these specialty metals.” 

Steel not key to hegemony- DOD consumes less than one percent of domestic steel produced

(Richard A. McCormack, Richard McCormack is editor and publisher of Manufacturing & Technology News , April 17, 2009, Manufacturing and technology news volume 16, no. 9 “Defense Department To The U.S. Specialty Metals Industry: We Don’t Need You”)

DOD doesn’t buy it. In an assessment of that report, the Strategic Materials Board said that while many U.S. military platforms use these metals “incorporation into a DOD system does not, by itself, make a material ‘critical to national security.’ If incorporation alone was sufficient, every type of material from plastic to rubber and glass would be a critical material. More discriminating criteria are needed to distinguish critical materials from the larger set of strategic materials.”  Specialty metals might be “strategic” and “may” require monitoring, but they do not require “a domestic source restriction,” says the DOD Materials Protection Board. If there are problems of supply during a “projected conflict, other risk mitigation options, like stockpiling, could represent an effective alternative” to assuring supply.  The specialty steel industry should stop claiming that its products are “critical” to national security, says the DOD board. The only way they could be considered “critical” is if the military was the primary market for their products, which it is not, and if there were problems associated with the security of supply, be they domestic or international.  “The Department of Defense does not dominate the market for specialty metals,” it points out. “Its active and full involvement and support is not necessary to sustain and shape the strategic direction of the market; and the risk of supply disruption is not significant. According to the SSINA, ‘defense applications account for less than 10 percent of revenues in specialty metals companies.’ Recent Defense Contract Management Agency analysis of certain metals found that DOD consumes less than 1 percent of total U.S. steel production; about 6 percent of U.S. aluminum production and between 8 and 19 percent of domestic titanium production….The health of the domestic specialty metals industry is, and will continue to be, determined by its ability to sell core commercial products to commercial customers.” 
Market disruptions don’t effect defense projects- DOD only requires one percent of steel

(Strategic Materials Protection Board December 12, 2008 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology & Logistics)  Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Industrial Policy)  Executive Secretary to the Strategic Materials Protection Board  http://www.acq.osd.mil/mibp/docs/report_from_2nd_mtg_of_smpb_12-2008.pdf) 

The Department of Defense does not dominate the market for specialty metals; its active and full involvement and support is not necessary to sustain and shape the strategic direction of the market; and the risk of supply disruption is not significant.  According to the SSINA, “defense applications account for less than 10% of revenues in specialty metals companies.” 5    Recent Defense Contract Management Agency analysis of certain metals found that DoD consumes less than 1 percent of total U.S. steel production; about 6 percent of U.S. aluminum production; and between 8 and 10 percent of domestic titanium production.  In 2007, U.S. and non-U.S. military end-use applications, including military aerospace, represented about 5 percent of worldwide titanium consumption.  The health of the domestic specialty metals industry is, and will continue to be, determined by its ability to sell core commercial products to commercial customers. 

Steel industry health not important- DOD can request first priority-means only a true 100 percent removal of the steel industry would affect hegemony
(Strategic Materials Protection Board December 12, 2008 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology & Logistics)  Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Industrial Policy)  Executive Secretary to the Strategic Materials Protection Board  http://www.acq.osd.mil/mibp/docs/report_from_2nd_mtg_of_smpb_12-2008.pdf) 

 Whether or not DoD applications are dominant in the specialty metals market, the  Department has the ability, when necessary, to require that its orders be filled in advance of non DoD orders.  Under the Defense Priorities and Allocations System (DPAS; 15 CFR 700), U.S.  suppliers must give DoD orders delivery preference over non-DoD (commercial) orders in the  event of a supply constraint or delivery conflict.  DPAS authorities, coupled with the size of the  domestic specialty metals production capacity relative to limited DoD consumption, ensures the  Department is able to purchase the quantity of specialty metals it needs from U.S. industry.   

No transition wars

Transition is smooth – decline in power causes global cooperation

(Carla Norrlof,  Associate Professor Political Science @ Toronto, 2010 “America’s Global Advantage US Hegemony and International Cooperation”  p. 50)

Keohane and Snidal’s predictions – that the waning of American power did not have to jeopardize cooperation – were in this context reassuring. As mentioned at the outset of this chapter, Keohane explained the persistence of cooperation in terms of states’ continued demand for regimes.40 Snidal demonstrated that collective action depends as much on the hegemon’s size, as it does on the size of other actors in the international system. By paying attention to the size of all Great Powers, not just the hegemon, Snidal opened up the possibility that a more symmetrical distribution of power might enhance the prospects for the provision of public goods, thus offering a potential explanation for the otherwise puzzling persistence of cooperation in the 1980s despite America’s relative decline. The likelihood for cooperation increases with American decline because the hegemon can no longer singlehandedly provide the good as it declines, so smaller states have to chip in for the good to be provided. If one were to use Snidal’s production function in the revised model (i.e., by plugging the numbers from his production function into the revised model), the waning hegemon continues to be taken advantage of. While Snidal was modeling a theory he did not believe in, these distributional implications haunt the literature and cast decline as inescapable and continuous
Food
China food self sufficient 

China achieving self sufficiency 
(China Daily, 3/26/2011, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/bizchina/2011-03/26/content_12231743.htm)

BEIJING - Chinese Vice Premier Hui Liangyu said on Friday in Beijing that China would uphold a policy of food self-sufficiency.  Hui made the remarks while meeting with Dacian Ciolos, European Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural Development.  Hui said meeting the food demand of 1.3 billion Chinese people was the principal issue faced by the Chinese government.  China will stick to a policy of relying on domestic supply and realizing food self-sufficiency in regards to food security, he said, adding that China would offer food assistance to the international community when it is within its power to do so.  He called on countries around the world to take the food security issue into account and make joint efforts to safeguard global food security.  During the meeting, Hui praised the rapid development of China-EU relations as well as bilateral agricultural cooperation.  Noting that agricultural cooperation has become an important part of the strategic partnership between China and the EU, he hoped both sides would take advantage of the China-EU Dialogue on Agriculture and Rural Development to expand agricultural cooperation, He also hoped both sides could maintain communication and coordination in multilateral organizations such as Food and Agriculture Organization and the World Organization for Animal Health. Ciolos said the European Commission was willing to strengthen multi-channel and multi-level communication and cooperation with China in agriculture in an effort to promote common development and jointly guarantee global food security.  The commissioner led a delegation of 30 top executives from leading European food and drink companies.  The trip was meant to generate interest in quality European products amongst Chinese consumers and seek Chinese cooperation in mutually recognizing products with geographical indications. 
AT soybean IL

Brazil solves the internal link 

(Carrie Brown-Lima Working Landscapes Researcher, Melissa Cooney Regional Operations Manager, Latin America

The Nature Conservancy, And David Cleary 2011, Director of AG the nature conservatory, nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/southamerica/brazil/explore/brazil-china-soybean-trade.pdf)
Yet the past is not always a reliable guide to the future. This report also shows that demand from China for  Brazilian soybeans has expanded, is expanding, and will expand. Much of that demand has been and will be  met from the state of Mato Grosso, an agricultural powerhouse that also contains large areas of intact and  highly biodiverse forests and grasslands. It is important to ensure, in containing the environmental impacts  of soy in the Amazon, that pressure for habitat conversion is not simply displaced to the Cerrado. It is  encouraging to see that under all the scenarios projected in this report, expansion in demand from China for  soy in Mato Grosso over the next decade can easily be met through converting pasture to cropland. 

Even a sharp rise in demand could be met by land conversion in Brazil
(Carrie Brown-Lima Working Landscapes Researcher, Melissa Cooney Regional Operations Manager, Latin America

The Nature Conservancy, And David Cleary 2011, Director of AG the nature conservatory, nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/southamerica/brazil/explore/brazil-china-soybean-trade.pdf)

Over the decade to 2010 China has displaced the European Union as the main destination of Brazilian soybean exports, its market share rising from 15% in 2000 to 53% in 2009. This will almost certainly rise to between 70% and 90% of soybean exports by 2020. This will involve an increase of around 5 million hectares in land planted to soy, at least half of which is likely to come from the state of Mato Grosso. However, given that the state currently has around 22 million hectares of land in pasture, all of that demand could be met by  the conversion of a relatively modest percentage of its pasture to soybeans.

Brazil soy production is expanding rapidly to meet China’s needs 

(Carrie Brown-Lima Working Landscapes Researcher, Melissa Cooney Regional Operations Manager, Latin America

The Nature Conservancy, And David Cleary 2011, Director of AG the nature conservatory, nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/southamerica/brazil/explore/brazil-china-soybean-trade.pdf)

Brazil’s soybean production has expanded rapidly over the past four decades. In 1969 Brazil produced only  1 million tons of soybeans. However by 1975, Brazil produced 11.6 million tons and surpassed China to  become the world’s second largest soy producer. By 1989 production rose to 20 million tons and in 2009  it reached 63 million tons. Every year soybeans play a larger role in Brazilian exports and is currently the  most important commodity in Brazilian agribusiness. It is one of Brazil’s main sources of foreign currency,  representing about 10% of the country’s total exports. The industry presently has over 243,000 producers  and generates approximately 1.4 million jobs, promoting the movement of wealth beyond the country’s  major cities and into the interior [7]. In the 2009 export market, Brazil was the world’s second largest  exporter of whole soybeans (behind only the US) and of soy meal and soy oil (behind only Argentina).  Various factors contributed to Brazil’s rapid advance between 1969 and 1975. The Brazilian government  offered significant subsidies and price supports to soybean farmers in order to boost export crops to generate  currency to pay for imports such as petroleum. Additionally, Japan provided technical assistance to increase  soybean production on marginal frontier land. Further incentive was given by the US soybean export  embargo in 1973, which artificially raised world soybean prices until it became profitable for even the most  inefficient producer to grow soybeans [8]. Between 2000 and 2010, Brazil’s soybean production continued to grow at an annual average of 8% [7].  During this period, increased production has been underpinned by growing demand from China, as well as  new soybean varieties that allowed for production to expand into additional areas of the Cerrado and the  Amazon. Until the 1980s Brazilian soybean production was concentrated in the traditional farming regions  in the south of the country including the states of Rio Grande do Sul, Santa Catarina, Paraná, and São Paulo.  This trend resulted from the lack of soybean varieties adapted to dryer and hotter climates and associated  soil types. Thanks to Brazil’s high investments in developing new soybean varieties, as well as different  planting techniques, production expanded into the Cerrado and Amazon basin regions from 1997. This can  be seen in Table 2, 3 and 4 which demonstrates the georaphical shift in soybean production states in Brazil. 

Rising US soy prices means China turns to Brazil or argentina

(Carrie Brown-Lima Working Landscapes Researcher, Melissa Cooney Regional Operations Manager, Latin America

The Nature Conservancy, And David Cleary 2011, Director of AG the nature conservatory, nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/southamerica/brazil/explore/brazil-china-soybean-trade.pdf)

The global soybean export market has four main players:  China, the principal importer (importing over half the  world’s exported soy) and the US, Brazil, and Argentina  as the principal exporters (Figure 11). According to a trade  model market power analysis funded by the USDA-CSREES  National Research Initiative (NRI), Chinese soybean  importers have stronger market power relative to soybean  exporters from the US, Brazil and Argentina and thus control  the market. China’s immense demand for soybeans combined  with its strategy to purchase soybeans from more than one  country gives it monopsony power. China’s importers can  strategically use this power to reduce the risk of price increases  and maximize soybean import profits. Because China is the  most important market for the three exporting nations, they  compete with each other for market share. However, the  seasonal production differences between the US and the two  South American countries allow them to be complementary  soybean suppliers for China, with South America’s peak  production period extending from June through October and  the US peak production period extending from November  through May [15]. 

Price crowd out 

Low food prices prevent the growth of local economies 

(NGLS, United Nations non-governmental Liaison Service, April 2011, http://www.un-ngls.org/IMG/pdf/RU_LDC_IV.pdf) 

The results have been very detrimental for LDCs. Part 1 already discussed how unilateral liberalization, together  with rolling back the role of the State, had a devastating  impact on smallholder agriculture unable to compete  with cheap ( often heavily subsidized )  imports. A   similar pattern was observed in other sectors, where large segments of manufacturing firms, unable   to compete even in their own market, have been   wiped out in the past 20 years. This process   of “deindustrialization ”  has been more severe in   countries at lower levels of development.  Trade liberalization has had  detrimental balance-of payments effects in many LDCs since they have tended  to increase their imports more than their exports. The solution to these “balance-of-payments constraints”   has often translated into “engineered recessions ”  to cut  back on import demand, exerting a further heavy toll on  jobs and livelihoods in the process.  LDCs today have on average a less diversified economy and more concentrated exports. Instead of reducing their structural vulnerabilities, trade liberalization has   accentuated them. The “productivity gap ”  between  workers in developed countries and LDCs is now 30 to 1. 

Low food prices from US exports prevent agricultural developments in developing countries 

(Daniel Griswold director of the Cato Institute's Center for Trade Policy Studies, Stephen Slivinski senior economist for the Goldwater Institute, And Christopher Preble vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2006 floridafarmers.org/news/articles/SixReasonstoKillFarmSubsidies0206.htm)

The collective effect of American farm policies is to depress the income of agricultural producers worldwide, exacerbating poverty in areas, such as sub-Saharan Africa and Central Asia, where people are heavily dependent on agriculture.  The frustration and despair caused by these policies undermine American security. Many people who depend on agriculture for their survival, both as a source of nourishment and a means of acquiring wealth, perceive U.S. farm policy as part of an anti-American narrative in which Washington wants to keep the rest of the world locked in poverty. Indeed, in a survey of anti-American sentiment around the world, the Pew Research Center found a majority of respondents in more than a dozen countries were convinced that U.S. farm and trade policies increased the “poverty gap” worldwide. These sentiments transcended geographic, ethnic, or religious boundaries. In such an environment, terrorist ringleaders find fertile ground for their message of hate and violence.  Nicholas Stern, chief economist at the World Bank, is blunt about America’s leadership role. “It is hypocritical to preach the advantages of free trade and free markets,” Stern told the U.N. publication Africa Recovery, “and then erect obstacles in precisely those markets in which developing countries have a comparative advantage.” Johan Norberg, of the Swedish think tank Timbro, argues that farm protection in developed countries amounts to a “deliberate and systematic means of undermining the very type of industry in which the developing countries do have comparative advantages.” (See “Poor Man’s Hero,” December 2003.) 

Low subsidized food prices prevent agricultural developement

(Kai Nielsen No Date, empty-suit.info/phr/index.cfm?method=main.notes&semester_id=4&cat_id=102&course_id=phr-102&sub_cat_id=6&article_id=10263)

Nielsen argues that while lifeboats have a fixed carrying capacity, we have no idea of what the carry capacity of the whole planet is. However, it is certain, he claims, that we are nowhere near being unable to produce enough food to feed the world's current population. Indeed, technological innovation makes it likely that we will be able to continue to do so for the forseeable future.  With respect to (2), Nielsen points out that less than half the arable land in the world is being used for any type of food production. This is particularly true in Africa which possesses half the unused farm land in the world. However, war, political instability and poverty have driven small farmers off the land. Much land is not farmed simply because in an environment of poverty it is impossible to scratch out even a subsistence living.  In this regard, we can also mention the rise of globalization and 'free trade'. Under international free trade agreements, countries are required to open their markets to foreign imports. The result for agriculture in the South has been a disaster. Small farmers are unable to compete with subsidized imports from affluent countries. The governments of the US, Canada and the EU give subsidies to their farmers which allow them to produce basic foodstuffs at lower prices. Farmers in the South, cannot compete and are forced to quit their farms and move to urban centers to look for other forms of work. 

Low food export prices force small farmers out of the market and ensures starvation- only an increase in food prices guarantees a transition away from an artificially sustained market to a sustainable system

(Dr. FRANCES CHANDLER, 5/3, 2012, Independent Senator in the Upper Chamber of the Parliament of Barbados, http://businessbarbados.com/industry-guide/agriculture-and-fisheries/lets-put-food-security-talk-action/)

His thinking is of course in line with the WTO whose Agreement on Agriculture (AOA) , according to Debi Barker, Executive Director of the International Forum on Globalization, “has emerged as the most contentious issue at the WTO because of two basic facts: (1) agriculture is still the primary source of livelihood for roughly half of humanity; and (2) tremendous wealth and political control are derived from agricultural production and trade. Thus, the AOA pits many of the poorest people in the world against many of the wealthiest and most powerful…It requires that countries stop subsidizing their rural communities, and open their economies to industrialized, corporate farming practices. Simultaneously, it allows for the mass subsidization of multinational corporate farms, mainly in the U.S. and European Union, through billions of dollars in “hidden” subsidies such as those for exports. The European Union and the U.S. are committed to the preservation of their subsidies and their protections for domestic farmers”  She goes on to say that AOA’s imposition of an unequal system of global competition on the domestic farm sector has undermined the viability of small farmers around the world who are unable to compete with cheaper subsidized imports. As a result, it is driving millions of small farmers off the land and increasing the concentration of control over agriculture in the hands of a shrinking number of global corporations. The International Forum on Globalisation agrees with peoples’ movements and governments the world over that the answer to this impasse is to remove agriculture from the WTO altogether (www.ifg.org/pdf/cancun/issues-foodsecurity.pdf). I totally agree.  The findings of Olivier De Schutter , UN Human Rights Council Special Rapporteur on the right to food reported in December 2011 to WTO members are also instructive – “Globalization creates big winners and big losers. But where food systems are concerned, losing out means sinking into poverty and hunger. A vision of food security that deepens the divide between food-surplus and food-deficit regions, between exporters and importers, and between winners and losers, simply cannot be accepted.  However, we must ensure that the debate starts from the correct premise. This premise must acknowledge the dangers for poor countries in relying excessively on trade. We must also assess the compatibility of WTO disciplines and the Doha agenda with the food security agenda. Without such a fundamental reassessment, we will remain wedded to food systems where the most efficient producers with the biggest economies of scale are relied upon to feed food-deficit regions, and where the divide only gets bigger.  This may look like food security on paper, but it is an approach that has failed spectacularly. The reality on the ground is that vulnerable populations are consigned to endemic hunger and poverty.  The food bills of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) increased five- or six-fold between 1992 and 2008. Imports now account for around 25 per cent of their current food consumption. These countries are caught in a vicious cycle. The more they are told to rely on trade, the less they invest in domestic agriculture. And the less they support their own farmers, the more they have to rely on trade.  In the long term, poor net-food-importing countries will not be helped by being fed. They will be helped by being able to feed themselves. It is disappointing that the WTO continues to fight the battles of the past.” 

Competiveness 
Alt cause to competiveness loss 

Alt causes- political gridlock, education, convoluted tax code, growing economies 

(Lauren Weber, Staff writer Wall street journal, 1/18/12, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203735304577167312137123818.html)
According to Harvard Business School graduates, political gridlock, faltering schools, and a convoluted tax code are making American companies less competitive in the global marketplace.  A new survey of the business school's alumni found that nearly three-quarters of respondents expect the U.S. to be less competitive over the next three years. They said the U.S. is losing ground to emerging economies, where low wages, increasingly skilled workers, growing markets and proximity to customers frequently trump traditional American strengths such as sophisticated infrastructure, a reliable legal system and effective macroeconomic policy. 

The US has already lost competiveness and will continue to fall to larger structural issues 

(Kai Bucher, Associate Director, Media 9/7/11, http://www.weforum.org/news/us-competitiveness-ranking-continues-fall-emerging-markets-are-closing-gap)
Switzerland tops the overall rankings in The Global Competitiveness Report 2011-2012, released today by the World Economic Forum. Singapore overtakes Sweden for second position. Northern and Western European countries dominate the top 10 with Sweden (3rd), Finland (4th), Germany (6th), the Netherlands (7th), Denmark (8th) and the United Kingdom (10th). Japan remains the second-ranked Asian economy at 9th place, despite falling three places since last year.  The United States continues its decline for the third year in a row, falling one more place to fifth position. In addition to the macroeconomic vulnerabilities that continue to build, some aspects of the United States’ institutional environment continue to raise concern among business leaders, particularly related to low public trust in politicians and concerns about government inefficiency. On a more positive note, banks and financial institutions are rebounding for the first time since the financial crisis and are assessed as somewhat sounder and more efficient.  Germany maintains a strong position within the Eurozone, although it goes down one position to sixth place, while the Netherlands (7th) improves by one position in the rankings, France drops three places to 18th, and Greece continues its downward trend to 90th. Competitiveness-enhancing reforms will play a key role in revitalizing growth in the region and tackling its key challenges, fiscal consolidation and persistent unemployment.  The results show that while competitiveness in advanced economies has stagnated over the past seven years, in many emerging markets it has improved, placing their growth on a more stable footing and mirroring the shift in economic activity from advanced to emerging economies.  The People’s Republic of China (26th) continues to lead the way among large developing economies, improving by one more place and solidifying its position among the top 30. Among the four other BRICS economies, South Africa (50th) and Brazil (53rd) move upwards while India (56th) and Russia (66th) experience small declines. Several Asian economies perform strongly, with Japan (9th) and Hong Kong SAR (11th) also in the top 20. 

Alt Cause- Education funding cuts destroy any hopes for long term competitiveness 

(Mary Ellen Flannery, Staff Writer, 5/11/12, neatoday.org/2012/05/11/u-s-competitiveness-undermined-by-cuts-in-higher-education/)

When state and federal lawmakers invest in public higher education, it pays off— not just for those college degree-earning students, who will earn much more money over their lifetimes, but also for their country, which will enjoy billions of dollars in additional revenues, concludes a recent report. Unfortunately, the United States hasn’t made that investment, especially not in recent years as state budgets for public higher education are slashed and federal college affordability programs attacked, and now we are falling dangerously behind our global competitors, write the authors of “The Credential Differential,” a report released last month by the Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP), an organization that seeks to improve the lives of low-income people. “Right now the nation is losing ground and falling far behind,” warned Vickie Choitz, CLASP senior policy analyst. “Without more attention to and investment in increasing post-secondary credentials, the nation will leave billions of dollars on the revenue.” In countries like Korea and Japan, more than half of young adults have college degrees, compared to 41 percent in the United States. And those leading countries are on track to increase their attainment rates to 60 percent by 2020. In order to stay in the race, CLASP analysts estimate that the United States would have to award an additional 24 million college degrees or credentials by 2025. (At the current rate, we’re on track to produce just about 300,000 more.) But it’s extremely unlikely we’ll ever catch up in the global marketplace, unless state and federal lawmakers take a hard look at their priorities. It’s harder than ever to get a college degree in this country. The cost of tuition increases 5 to 7 percent every year, and because of decreasing public funding, many of our public colleges and universities are turning away students and closing programs. In Florida, for example, Gov. Rick Scott recently signed into law a state budget that swipes $300 million from state colleges and universities. In response, the University of Florida (UF) announced plans to dismantle its computer-science department, cutting the graduate and research programs entirely, to save $1.4 million. “Let’s get this straight: in the midst of a technology revolution, with a shortage of engineers and computer scientists, UF decides to cut computer science completely?” writes Forbes commentator Steven Salzberg. “I think this move is shockingly short-sighted. The University of Florida is moving backwards while the rest of the world moves ahead.” The CLASP report includes a state-by-state “Return on Investment Dashboard Tool,” shows Florida could generate $3.5 billion more if it could increase its degree-attainment rate to 60 percent. (Instead, last year, Florida cut its investment in public higher education by 12 percent. The budget for its flagship university, UF, has been slashed 30 percent over the past six years.) And Florida isn’t alone. Consider Pennsylvania, where Gov. Tom Corbett has proposed a more than 50 percent cut to 18 state-supported colleges and universities. If approved, it’s likely several campuses would close, programs would be shuttered, and students turned away. “This is the most irrational public policy I’ve ever seen in my life,” said state Sen. Daylin Leach. It simply doesn’t make sense for Pennsylvania’s fiscal health to continue cutting public higher education. The CLASP state-by-state analysis shows that annual per capita income in the Keystone State is projected to decrease over the next few decades—and state revenues also are falling to the tune of $214 million by 2025. But if it could produce more college graduates, Pennsylvania could generate $1.6 billion instead. “The bottom line is, even in these tough economic times when there are difficult fiscal decisions to be made, increasing credential attainment pays off for individuals, their families, states and the country,” CLASP’s Choitz said. 

Infrastructure Competition → Protectionism 

Infrastruture competitiveness uniquely triggers protectionism – industry subsidization proves
Winslow 4/1/12

[Lance Winslow, Director of “the online think tank”, published economic and political author,  April 1 2012 http://ezinearticles.com/?Are-You-Sure-You-Want-100%-Made-In-America-Parts-On-All-US-Infrastructure-Projects?&id=6975227] 
Well, the unions want more high-paying jobs, and the politicians have promised the people that they can deliver jobs to America. And now these same politicians want to do what we are complaining that every other countries doing to us. They want to unbalance trade, create tariffs, and increased protectionism. That just doesn't make sense. Okay so, let's talk about this for a moment because there's a good chance you disagree with me here.¶ Industry Week reiterated a story that has been in the news a bit as of late in an article titled; "Alliance for American Manufacturing: Keep China Out of U.S. Infrastructure Projects," by Paul Handley published on March 27, 2012 which state; "AAM launched its 'Should Be Made in America' campaign as Congress considers a $109 billion, two-year transportation spending bill, which the government hopes will give a boost to the economy and generate more jobs."¶ Yes, I can certainly see the frustration of the average worker in the manufacturing sector which has been totally hammered over the last few decades, still, let's not forget that China and India and other massively fast growing economies and emerging markets have a lot more infrastructure to build up than we do, even as we upgrade our own systems here.¶ If we want to sell stuff to China and India, then we have to be willing to buy those parts that they create which meet our specifications - if they can produce them at a lower price and the same quality part. If we determine that we can only buy US-made parts for all of our infrastructure projects then other nations will reciprocate and bar us from selling them what they need for their infrastructure projects. You see, the United States is very good at engineering and building stuff, it behooves them to use our companies, and that also employs lots of US workers.¶ It's okay to make stringent specifications, and demand the highest level of quality. If other nations can't produce parts that can compete, including the cost of shipping, then we shouldn't feel obligated to buy them. Still, we must also remember that it is the US taxpayer which has to pay for these infrastructure projects, and we need to get the best deal and the best price.¶ If American companies can compete for the same price and quality, then we should definitely buy it here, but they can't we should not subsidize industries or engage in protectionism because that makes our companies weak and unable to compete in global markets. It's akin to corporate welfare, and creating unnecessary wage inflation, not to mention a false economy based on inefficiency. I'm just as much for increasing employment as the next guy, but we don't need to cheat to do it. Indeed I hope you will please consider all this and think on.

Infrastructure Competition → Protectionism

Infrastructure spending incentivizes global protectionism – Boxes out developing nations

Khor ’10

[Martin Khor, contributor to the star/asia news network, “watch out for US protectionism abroad”  http://www.chinapost.com.tw/commentary/the-china-post/special-to-the-china-post/2010/09/15/272607/p1/Watch-out.htm]

KUALA LUMPUR -- With the U.S. economy in bad shape, and a congressional election approaching, various actors in the country seem to be preparing the ground for a bout of protectionism, with developing countries the target.¶ There were two examples of this last week.¶ First, an American trade union filed a legal case with the government accusing China of illegally subsidising exports of clean energy equipment.¶ It wants the U.S. government to take action against China at the World Trade Organisation.¶ Meanwhile, the New York Times published a front page article giving details of how Chinese authorities subsidise producers of solar and wind technology in allegedly unfair ways.¶ This is truly ironic for many reasons.¶ On one hand, developing countries, especially China, are under tremendous pressure to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions. The most important measure advocated is to switch from carbon-intensive coal and oil to renewable clean energy like solar and wind. This pressure is being applied at the global climate negotiations. In addition, the U.S. House of Representatives has passed a Bill that authorizes the President to impose a “border adjustment measure” (with the effect similar to a tariff) on carbon-intensive imports of countries that are deemed not to have taken sufficient action on climate change. Yet, when China takes measures to promote the production of solar panels and wind turbines, it is asked to stop these measures on the ground that they violate WTO rules. The United Steelworkers union has filed a 5,000-page legal case with the U.S. administration accusing China of subsidizing exports of wind turbines, solar panels, nuclear power plants and other clean energy equipment. The union claims that the central and provincial governments have used land grants, low-interest loans and many other measures that allow Chinese companies to gain market share at the expense of jobs in the U.S. The U.S. administration has to decide within 45 days whether to pursue a case against China in the WTO to remove the subsidies. International trade expert Bhagirath Lal Das has pointed out that the WTO's subsidies agreement is biased in favor of developed countries because it allows types of subsidies that they use (especially research and development grants) while forbidding or restricting types of subsidies that developing countries tend to use. Developing countries, because of lack of resources, cannot match the R&D subsidies that the rich countries provide. They can however provide assistance to firms for infrastructure (such as land and utilities) and credit (bank loans at preferential rates) to encourage production. In many developing countries, such subsidized facilities are given, including land and utilities in free trade zones and credit through development banks and to small and medium enterprises. It would be most unfortunate if developed countries, facing high unemployment and other economic woes, were to make scapegoats of developing countries and take them to court in the WTO for using these measures.  The New York Times article, while criticizing China's clean-energy subsidies, also reported that the U.S. itself has approved US$10 billion in grants and financing to new companies and another US$10 billion for economic stimulus programs in the clean energy sector, besides investing in infrastructure that benefits industry. Moreover, the U.S. (and European countries) have spent trillions of dollars to rescue their financial institutions and automobile companies. If free enterprise and free trade principles were to apply, these measures should not be allowed. Yet no developing country has taken WTO action against these countries. Another imbalance in the trade rules is that the U.S. and Europe have been allowed to continue their massive agricultural subsidies. These enable their farm products to be sold abroad at artificially low prices, often below production cost, thus displacing the products of local farmers in developing countries. It is thus most unfortunate that some U.S. groups are attacking China's measures promoting clean-energy technology. The developed countries should be encouraging developing countries to develop green technologies instead of placing obstacles. If the WTO rules restrict the measures needed towards climate-friendly technologies, then these rules should be reviewed and reformed to allow developing countries to use them to promote environmental technology. A second case of potential U.S. protection was in last week's economic policy speech by President Barack Obama, that he planned to cut tax incentives given to companies that outsource their work to other countries. “For years, our tax code has actually given billions of dollars in tax breaks that encourage companies to create jobs and profits in other countries,” said Obama. “I want to change that.” “Instead of tax loopholes that incentivise investment in overseas jobs, I'm proposing a more generous, permanent extension of the tax credit that goes to companies for all the research and innovation they do right here in America.” “If we're going to give tax breaks to companies, they should go to companies that create jobs in America — not those that create jobs overseas.” The Indian newspaper The Hindu has voiced concern that this may yet be another protectionist move that will affect the Indian IT industry. Obama's speech follows the recent passing of an executive order by the Ohio state governor to ban outsourcing. Reacting to the order, the Indian IT sector, which gets 60 percent of its export revenue from the U.S., termed the move as discriminatory and said it amounts to a trade barrier. This move in turn follows a controversial legislation that increased fees for visas in the H-1B and L1 categories, which also hit India's IT industry. As politicians court voters in an environment of economic downturn in the U.S., developing countries should be prepared and should try to counter various types of protectionism in trade, investment and fiscal measures. 
No Impact to protectionism
Protectionism doesn’t cause war

(George Friedman, CEO STRATFOR and Merdeith Friedman, 1996 The Future of War, p. 7-9)

The argument that interdependence gives rise to peace is flawed in theory as well as in practice. Conflicts arise from friction, particularly friction involving the fundamental interests of different nations. The less interdependence there is, the fewer the areas of serious friction. The more interdependence there is, the greater the areas of friction, and, therefore, the greater the potential for conflict. Two widely separated nations that trade little with each other are unlikely to go to war—Brazil is unlikely to fight Madagascar precisely because they have so little to do with each other. France and Germany, on the other hand, which have engaged in extensive trade and transnational finance, have fought three wars with each other over about seventy years. Interdependence was the root of the conflicts, not the deterrent. There are, of course, cases of interdependence in which one country effectively absorbs the other or in which their interests match so precisely that the two countries simply merge. In other cases, interdependence remains peaceful because the economic, military, and political power of one country is overwhelming and inevitable. In relations between advanced industrialized countries and third-world countries, for example, this sort of asymmetrical relationship can frequently be seen. All such relationships have a quality of unease built into them, particularly when the level of interdependence is great. When one or both nations attempt, intentionally or unintentionally, to shift the balance of power, the result is often tremendous anxiety and, sometimes, real pain. Each side sees the other’s actions as an attempt to gain advantage and becomes frightened. In the end, precisely because the level of interdependence is so great, the relationship can, and frequently does, spiral out of control. Consider the seemingly miraculous ability of the United States and Soviet Union to be rivals and yet avoid open warfare. These two powers could forgo extreme measures because they were not interdependent. Neither relied on the other for its economic well-being, and therefore, its social stability. This provided considerable room for maneuvering. Because there were few economic linkages, neither nation felt irresistible pressure to bring the relationship under control; neither felt any time constraint. Had one country been dependent on the other for something as important as oil or long-term investment, there would have been enormous fear of being held hostage economically. Each would have sought to dominate the relationship, and the result would have been catastrophic. In the years before World War I, as a result of European interdependence, control of key national issues fell into the hands of foreign governments. Thus, decisions made in Paris had tremendous impact on Austria, and decisions made in London determined growth rates in the Ruhr. Each government sought to take charge of its own destiny by shifting the pattern of interdependence in its favor. Where economic means proved insufficient, political and military strategies were tried. The international system following the Cold War resembles the pre—World War I system in some fundamental ways. First, there is a general prosperity. That is to say, the international economic system appears to be functioning extremely well, in spite of the normal cyclical downturns of the early 1990s. Second, almost no fundamental ideological issues divide the major powers; one could say there is general agreement on matters of political principle. Third, there is a long-standing pattern of interdependence, measured in both trade and financial flows—capital has become translational. Fourth, and perhaps most important, beneath the apparent prosperity and stability there is a sense within each great power of a real and growing vulnerability to the actions of others. Some nations fear that growing protectionism will shift the balance of the system against them, while others are convinced that maintaining the current system will be devastating to their interests. Today, observers focus on the first three phenomena, as they did prior to World War I, and argue that there is no economic basis for political conflict. What they miss is that the subsurface sense of insecurity— experienced by Japan, the United States, and Europe—marks the beginning of such conflict. Thus, the argument that war is obsolete because of growing interdependence is unsupportable. War may be obsolete, but, if it is, it is not because of interdependence. As we have seen, World War I broke out at a time when interdependence was substantially higher than it is today; indeed, in all likelihood war broke out because interdependence was so high.  Today, war remains not only possible but, as a simple statistical matter, highly likely.
Free Trade

AT Free Trade Solves War 

Trade does not solve war—there’s no correlation between trade and peace

Martin et al 8 (Phillipe, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, and Centre for Economic Policy Research; Thierry MAYER, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, CEPII, and Centre for Economic Policy Research, Mathias THOENIG, University of Geneva and Paris School of Economics, The Review of Economic Studies 75)

Does globalization pacify international relations? The “liberal” view in political science argues that increasing trade flows and the spread of free markets and democracy should limit the incentive to use military force in interstate relations. This vision, which can partly be traced back to Kant’s Essay on Perpetual Peace (1795), has been very influential: The main objective of the European trade integration process was to prevent the killing and destruction of the two World Wars from ever happening again.1 Figure 1 suggests2 however, that during the 1870–2001 period, the correlation between trade openness and military conflicts is not a clear cut one. The first era of globalization, at the end of the 19th century, was a period of rising trade openness and multiple military conflicts, culminating with World War I. Then, the interwar period was characterized by a simultaneous collapse of world trade and conflicts. After World War II, world trade increased rapidly, while the number of conflicts decreased (although the risk of a global conflict was obviously high). There is no clear evidence that the 1990s, during which trade flows increased dramatically, was a period of lower prevalence of military conflicts, even taking into account the increase in the number of sovereign states. 

Free trade cannot explain the absence of war

Jervis 02 (Robert,  Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Politics, Columbia University, 2002, “Theories of War in an Era of Leading Power Peace”. American Political Science Review , http://www.apsanet.org/media/PDFs/PresidentialAddresses/2001AddrJERVIS.pdf)
There are four general arguments against the pacific influence of interdependence. First, it is hard to go from the magnitude of economic flows to the costs that would be incurred if they were disrupted, and even more difficult to estimate how much political impact these costs will have, which depends on the other considerations at play and the political context. This means that we do not have a theory that tells us the magnitude of the effect. Second, even the sign of the effect can be disputed: interdependence can increase conflict as states gain bar- gaining leverage over each other, fear that others will exploit them, and face additional sources of disputes (Barbieri 1996; Keohane 2000, 2001; Waltz 1970, 1979, Chap. 7). These effects might not arise if states expect to remain at peace with each other, however. Third, it is clear that interdependence does not guarantee peace. High levels of economic integration did not prevent World War I, and nations that were much more unified than any security community have peacefully dissolved or fought civil wars. But this does not mean that inter- dependence is not conducive to peace. Fourth, interdependence may be more an effect than a cause, more the product than a generator of expectations of peace and cooperation. Russett and Oneal (2001, 136) try to meet this objection by correlating the level of trade in one year, not with peace in that year, but with peace in the following one. But this does not get to the heart of the matter since trade the year be- fore could be a product of expectations of future good relations.
Solvency
Corps Fail
Army corps and business interests corruptly influence the direction of studies

(National Wildlife Federation, March 2004, waterprotectionnetwork.org/sitepages/downloads/ToolsAndResources-Reports/CRN-trRpt-Crossroads2004.pdf)
The second corner is special interests – entities that directly benefit from Corps water projects, or through construction and maintenance contracts. These special interests, such as barge companies, shipping lines, agribusinesses, wealthy landowners, and real estate developers, are intent on seeing federal money directed towards projects where they stand to benefit financially. In some cases, special interests include the local sponsor, who is responsible for paying a portion of the project, which is almost always far less than the federal taxpayer share. These groups use their status and influence to control the direction and results of Corps project studies. They use their money and political connections to influence Congress to approve and fund their favorite projects. The final corner is the Corps itself in the role of project generator. Senior Corps officials are eager to fatten the agency's project-driven budget. If the Corps pleases members of Congress, it has a better chance of receiving more money in its annual budget. As the judge and jury on project proposals, the Corps studies and recommends projects to Congress that it will ultimately construct. As a result, each project the agency studies represents an opportunity for the Corps to please Congress, special interests, and to grow its own budget. This internal pressure to justify projects makes it increasingly convenient and beneficial for the Corps to find ways to say "yes" to new projects. The Secret Plan to "Grow the Corps" In the late 1990s, Corps Headquarters and Division leaders initiated an elaborate secret plan to grow the agency's budget by 50% over five years. This growth initiative led Corps brass to target planning requirements as "impediments to growth." 4 The Corps' growth initiative was exposed shortly after a senior Corps economist blew the whistle on a $55.6 million economic study. 5 A subsequent Army Inspector General investigation concurred with the whistleblower and found that senior Corps officials manipulated an economic model to justify the more than $2 billion plan to expand the navigation locks on the Upper Mississippi River System. 6 The Inspector General also found significant institutional pressure throughout the agency to deliver projects beyond the Upper Mississippi study. 7 
The corps overstates the benefits of its projects 
(National Wildlife Federation, March 2004, waterprotectionnetwork.org/sitepages/downloads/ToolsAndResources-Reports/CRN-trRpt-Crossroads2004.pdf)
The lack of accountability within the Corps' program continues after projects are constructed. The Corps rarely follows up on completed projects or programs to evaluate whether the promised benefits were delivered, whether they are performing as planned, or whether ecosystems are responding as envisioned. Without follow-up evaluations, the Corps is doomed to repeat the mistakes of the past and guarantees its programs will not improve. The Corps continues new projects without reviewing results, without answering for unfulfilled promises, and without correcting past failures or environmental damage. 

Rails Solve

Claims that waterway transport will increase are manufactured and waterway usage is in fact decreasing 
(National Wildlife Federation, March 2004, waterprotectionnetwork.org/sitepages/downloads/ToolsAndResources-Reports/CRN-trRpt-Crossroads2004.pdf)

Many inland waterway projects have failed to meet optimistic forecasts of future traffic. The nation spends — at 100% federal expenxe — more than a half billion dollars annually maintaining inland waterways, in many cases for a fraction of the traffic that justified initial construction. The Corps' program continues to fund all waterways, regardless of actual need or use. The Corps compiles annual data on commercial traffic, but the agency seldom, if ever, compares predictions used to justify projects against the actual traffic. In a rare instance, Congress asked for such a comparison. 25   In its 2000 report responding to this request, Projected and Actual Traffic on Inland Waterways, the Corps demonstrated it is incapable of self-evaluation by rigging the study to exclude low-performing waterways and by practicing revisionist history on waterways that were included. 26Completing the cycle of deception, in 2001 the Chief of Engineers reported to Congress that the agency's review found commercial traffic to be close to or greater than predictions in an "overwhelming majority" of cases. 27 In response, Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER), with the help of severalretired Corps employees, documented many of the flaws in the Corps' 2000 report. In addition, using Corps data from 1995 through 1999, PEER reviewed waterway traffic growth rates on all of the nation's major developed waterways. Since the late 1980s, most inland waterways have exhibited low or even negative growth rates, and growth rates on waterways, as a whole, are  trending downward. 28 Despite declining barge traffic, the Corps continues to plan new navigation projects, predicting increased inland waterway traffic of 33% by 2020. 29 Moreover, the Corps claims that general waterborne commerce will double by 2020, without clarifying where that growth will be – at ports or on inland waterways. 
Offcase
Spending links

Corps projects are massively over budget and ensure the demand for more special interest projects 

(National Wildlife Federation, March 2004, waterprotectionnetwork.org/sitepages/downloads/ToolsAndResources-Reports/CRN-trRpt-Crossroads2004.pdf)

Throughout its history, the agency’s civil works program has deepened more than 140 ports and harbors, constructed 11,000 miles of inland waterway navigation channels, built 8,500 miles of levees and floodwalls, and erected more than 500 dams. Today, the Corps continues to operate and maintain more than 1,500 projects. Many other projects built by the Corps are operated locally. While some of this work has contributed to the nation's infrastructure, many of these projects have wasted billions of dollars, and have damaged – or threaten to damage – floodplains, rivers and coastlines. If constructed, the 29 projects featured in this report would cost federal taxpayers $12 
 billion and threaten more than 640,000 acres of wetlands and shoreline areas, about 6,500 miles of rivers and coastlines, eight national parks, seashores and wildlife refuges, and the Great Lakes. In addition, these projects directly threaten a host of water-dependent wildlife, including mallard ducks, sea turtles, migratory birds, black bear, wild game such as turkey and deer, and hundreds of types of fish and mussels. Some of the species at risk are threatened or endangered. The Corps' current workload and $58 billion project backlog are the result of long being beholden to special interests and members of Congress driven by the desire to bring home the bacon. A barrage of scandals and independent investigations expose a trend of manipulated economic and environmental studies to justify building unnecessarily large-scale projects to benefit special interests. The Army Inspector General, the National Academy of Sciences, the General Accounting Office, and other federal and state agencies have all uncovered flaws in a shocking number of Corps projects. 

The Corps uses outdated formulas to lower projected costs

(National Wildlife Federation, March 2004, waterprotectionnetwork.org/sitepages/downloads/ToolsAndResources-Reports/CRN-trRpt-Crossroads2004.pdf)
The Corps uses a flawed discount rate formula set in 1974 for its benefit-cost analyses, which today is leading to inaccurate and faulty assessments of project justifications. Most federal agencies must follow discount rate guidelines set forth and periodically updated by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). 63 These guidelines, however, do not apply to the Corps. Instead, the P&G directs the Corps to obtain its discount rate annually from the Water Resources Council. 64   But because the WRC has been defunct since 1983, the Corps turns to the U.S. Treasury for its discount rate, which is based on market interest rates for government securities. 6 

Their price calculations for expected returns and market benefits use flawed calculations

(National Wildlife Federation, March 2004, waterprotectionnetwork.org/sitepages/downloads/ToolsAndResources-Reports/CRN-trRpt-Crossroads2004.pdf)

The outdated P&G also undermines the Corps' benefit cost analyses through an inherently flawed discount rate. The standard criterion for assessing whether projects (other than for environmental restoration) can be justified is whether the benefits of the project outweigh the costs. The objective of a benefit-cost analysis is to calculate the "net present value" of an investment – that is, what are the expected benefits after subtracting the costs. Benefits of public works projects are generally realized further in the future (and may never fully materialize). Project costs, on the other hand, are relatively certain and occur earlier, usually within the first several years. Because benefits and costs occur at different times, their respective dollar values must be converted to a common point in time to be able to compare the two. This is referred to as constant or real dollars. Using constant dollars eliminates expected inflation by converting the value of a dollar to a particular year (e.g., "2002 dollars"). After converting the monetary value of benefits and costs into constant (or real) dollars, future benefits and costs must be discounted with an appropriate discount rate, which adjusts for the value of money over time. 

Corps projects aren’t effective as stimulus

(National Wildlife Federation, March 2004, waterprotectionnetwork.org/sitepages/downloads/ToolsAndResources-Reports/CRN-trRpt-Crossroads2004.pdf)

The cost-justification trigger for Corps projects – that predicted benefits simply exceed the costs – was first established in the midst of the Great Depression. 73 The current benefit-to-cost ratio (BCR) threshold of 1-to-1 fails to require that taxpayers receive any return on their investments. Today, far too many projects are slipping by with BCRs that barely meet the current threshold. In light of the Corps' documented problems with assessing project costs and benefits, narrow benefit margins are a red flag and should trigger closer scrutiny of project economics. Historically, marginal Corps projects have not produced the benefits predicted, wasting federal funds. (See "Overly Optimistic Predictions" p. 6). Benefits from Corps projects should always significantly exceed costs before committing taxpayer dollars. Furthermore, the current BCR ignores the costs associated with raising tax dollar revenue. Although there is a range of estimates, OMB approximates that the federal government must raise $1.25 in taxes in order to net $1 in revenue available for government spending. 74 As a result, the OMB guidance requires other federal agencies to account for this cost in their benefit-cost analyses. 75 

Politics links 
Waterway spending unpopular

(PPG, Pittsburg Post Gazette, 5/9/12, http://www.post-gazette.com/stories/local/region/locked-and-damned-federal-budget-running-dry-for-locks-repair-627291/)
"They firmly stated they weren't elected to spend more money," said Michael J. Toohey, president and CEO of the Waterways Council, the industry group that organized the Congressional visits. Industry officials and economists who measure the contributions that infrastructure makes to the economy say the money must be spent. The $8 billion for locks and dams is only one component of the nation's transportation framework. The American Society of Civil Engineers put a five-year price tag of $2.2 trillion on required infrastructure spending in 2009. Governments have a hard enough time finding money to repair aging roads and failing bridges, projects that are easier to justify to taxpayers. But taxpayers do not drive on rivers. "That pothole in the highway is more important to people than a lock failing," said Dale Roth, of the Carpenters' District Council of Greater St. Louis, whose members work on lock and dam construction projects. 
The plan requires a massive fuel tax to provide the funding – normal means would be a 250% tax increase

Inland Marine Transportation Systems Capital Investment Strategy Team, 2010 (Inland Marine Transportation Systems Capital Investment Strategy Team, Capital Projects Business Model, Final Report, Revision 1, April 13, 2010 * This report was prepared at the request of the Inland Waterways Users Board and represents a collaborative effort between navigation industry representatives and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers inland navigation experts)
With the recommended $380 million program annual funding level developed in Chapter 4, revenues will   need to increase beyond what is anticipated under current law to address the requirements of the IMTS.   The IMTS CIS Team members understand the implications of an increase in revenues and have strived   to ensure that the Team’s cost-sharing recommendations are fair for all involved. 5.3 Cost-Sharing Model   With the current precedent requiring 50 percent of funding to come from the General Treasury (federal)   and the other 50 percent to come from the IWTF for construction of all congressionally designated   navigation projects and major rehabilitation projects on fuel-taxed inland and intracoastal waterways, the   $380 million annual program would require $190 million annually from each of the general fund and the   IWTF. In turn, the increase in the fuel tax to support such a cost-sharing alternative would be $0.30 per   gallon for a total fuel tax of $0.50 per gallon, an increase to a level that is 250 percent of the current level.   The Team acknowledges that this increase is unrealistic and would be extremely detrimental in a number   of respects, yet the entire IMTS is in jeopardy without this level of investment. The Team also recognized   that many other non-navigation entities and interests benefit from the IMTS, and these beneficiaries   should be taken into account in the new recommended cost-sharing model.
States CP 
States have the funds to implement transportation infrastructure plans

Freemark 2012 Yohah, writer for Transport Politics, 02-16-2012, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/02/16/clearing-it-up-on-federal-transportation-expenditures/

Meanwhile, states and local governments are contributing massively to transportation funding already, just as Ms. Schweitzer asks them to. I studied Oregon and Illinois a year and a half ago and found that only about a quarter of Oregon’s Department of Transportation budget comes from Washington; about a third of Illinois’ comes from the national capital.  What about those profligate transit agencies that are egged on by the federal government’s wasteful spending? Their operations spending comes from local, state, and fare revenues — not Washington. And expansion projects — especially the big ones — are mostly financed by local revenues, like dedicated sales taxes that voters across the country have approved repeatedly over the past twenty years. The six largest transit expansion projects currently receiving or proposed to receive funding from the Obama Administration this year each rely on the federal government to contribute less than 43% of total costs. Perhaps Detroit would have paid for the People Mover even if it had had to use its own revenues to do so.  Now, even if we were to recognize the high level of devolution of power and funds that currently does exist in the U.S., some might still argue that the federal government exercises too much power. Its distribution formula for fuel tax revenues results in certain states getting more money than their drivers contributed (“donor” states) and certain states getting less (“donee” states). Why not simply allow states to collect their own revenues and spend money as they wish? Why should Washington be engaged in this discussion at all? 
A2: Your ‘states can fund’ card isn’t about the aff

Just to clarify: the point of this report is to figure out funding options for Army Corps inland waterways projects

Inland Marine Transportation Systems Capital Investment Strategy Team, 2010 (Inland Marine Transportation Systems Capital Investment Strategy Team, Capital Projects Business Model, Final Report, Revision 1, April 13, 2010 * This report was prepared at the request of the Inland Waterways Users Board and represents a collaborative effort between navigation industry representatives and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers inland navigation experts)
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has played a major role in the nation’s marine transportation   system and inland water management since the country’s founding and, through its navigation mission,   retains a pivotal role in managing inland waterways into the future. The Corps Navigation mission is to   provide a safe, reliable, efficient, effective, and environmentally sustainable waterborne transportation   system for the movement of commerce, national security needs, and recreation. In fulfilling the navigation   mission, the current project delivery model, that was effective in the past, is no longer appropriate for   successful inland waterways management. Fundamentally, local district and regional division efforts that   previously focused on addressing regional needs and improving infrastructure problems neither provide   optimal solutions for managing a nationwide portfolio of assets nor the investments needed to maintain   those assets. As investigated in the Inland Navigation Construction Selected Case Studies report and   specifically recognized by the Inland Marine Transportation System (IMTS) Capital Investment Strategy   Team (IMTS CIS Team or the Team), in recent years there has been an undesirable trend of lock and   dam construction projects exceeding, by unacceptable amounts, their originally authorized cost and   schedule expectations.    After many years of a growing balance in the Inland Waterways Trust Fund (IWTF or Trust Fund), which   funds half of navigation construction and major rehabilitation projects, the Trust Fund balance began to   decline in fiscal year (FY) 2003 as the Administration and Congress dedicated increased amounts of   Trust Fund resources to address modernization of the inland waterway system. This trend continued   through FY 2009, resulting in a decline of the Trust Fund balance to the point that expenditures must be   limited to the amount of annual fuel tax revenues collected for that particular year. The increased costs   and constrained IWTF have resulted in a backlog of authorized projects that have not yet begun   construction. This backlog, in turn, exacerbates the declining reliability of the IMTS.   Given current average annual revenues of $85 million, the substantial backlog of authorized projects, and   the declining reliability of the IMTS, the Corps is collaborating with the Inland Waterways Users Board   (IWUB or the Board) to identify ways to improve the capital projects business model in tandem with   developing an investment strategy designed to improve and ensure the long-term viability of the IMTS.   The goals of the IMTS CIS Team are the following:   1. Identify ways to improve the project delivery system (i.e., more reliable cost estimates and   construction schedules, better contracting practices, improved project management) to ensure   that future system improvements can be completed on time and within budget.   2. Develop a list of long-term capital needs for the inland navigation system, including an objective   methodology for prioritizing those needs.   3. Develop a capital investment strategy that balances reliability with affordability.   4. Develop and recommend a strategy to help ensure that funding requirements can be met with   reasonable certainty and efficiency.
States can fund Army Corps projects.  They AREN’T, but that proves that they COULD

Environmental Defense Fund, 7-3-12 (“USACE Releases Report On U.S. Port And Inland Waterways Modernization To Prepare For Panama Canal Expansion,” http://blogs.edf.org/texascleanairmatters/2012/07/03/usace-releases-report-on-u-s-port-and-inland-waterways-modernization-to-prepare-for-panama-canal-expansion/)

On June 20, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) submitted a vision and strategy document to Congress for the development of port and inland waterway infrastructure related to Panama Canal expansion. Expected to be completed in late 2014 or early 2015, the expansion will double the capacity of the Canal by allowing larger container ships to travel through the channel. U.S. ports seek to capture much of that traffic and are engaged in numerous projects to increase their capacity, primarily by dredging (the removal of sediment from a waterway) the areas leading to their terminals.  The Panama Canal expansion, U.S. port modernization and subsequent expected rise in container volumes at U.S. ports may have adverse environmental effects if proactive mitigation steps are not undertaken. With respect to air pollution, many ports are located in areas already burdened by unhealthy air and the potential rise in emissions from increased traffic would further deteriorate local air quality. EDF has worked with a number of ports on air quality mitigation programs and the USACE report indicates that further measures may be needed to ensure the well-being of the local population and environment.  Key findings from the USACE report include:  The southern and southeastern portions of the country are the fastest-growing region in the nation and demand for goods from these areas will drive local demand for transportation services. Infrastructure development effects on air pollution, land use, water quality, species conservation and environmental justice will “play an important role in modernization decisions.” Mitigation programs will help alleviate environmental risk. Limited federal and state funding requires the development of innovating financing to fully fund the port and inland waterway transportation network. Not all modernization projects will be fully funded and the prioritization decision-making process will be influenced by a variety of factors.   There is great uncertainty over the exact routing, throughput, timing, and trade pattern effects that the expansion will have on each particular port. This uncertainty complicates any funding prioritization strategy.

State revenue higher than expected – shrinking deficits and money to solve.

Selway 12 [“State Revenue Tops Forecasts as U.S. Governors Reduce Spending” By William Selway :  William Selway, a Bloomberg News reporter, is responsible for coverage of municipal finance and state and local government. Selway, a University of Arizona graduate, has been with Bloomberg News in San Francisco since 2000, where he covered technology in the wake of the Internet bubble's collapse, the recall of Governor Gray Davis, and the fight over gay marriage, among other stories.  His stories have won awards from groups including the Investigative Reporters and Editors, the New York Press Club and the Society of American Business Editors and Writers. Before joining Bloomberg, he worked at Dow Jones, the Bond Buyer and AFX News. on June 12, 2012  : http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-12/state-revenue-tops-forecasts-as-u-dot-s-dot-governors-reduce-spending]

Most U.S. states are collecting more revenue than they forecast this year as the economy recovers, reducing budget deficits that have persisted in the nation’s capitals since the recession. Thirty-one states collected more than they expected when drafting budgets for the current fiscal year, which ends this month in most states, according to a report released today by the National Governors Association. Still, state leaders moved to slow the growth of spending in the coming year, reflecting uncertainty about the economy, the report found. “State fiscal conditions are continuing to improve in fiscal 2013, although many state budgets are not fully back to pre-recession levels,” according to the report. U.S. states are slowly recovering from the 18-month recession that ended three years ago, which forced them to cut back on spending on education, welfare and transportation projects as tax collections tumbled. The need to balance budgets, often mandated by state constitutions, exerted a drag on the economy. With tax collections improving, only eight states were forced to close a collective $1.7 billion of deficits that emerged in the budgets in the middle of the year, the fewest since the recession. Budget Shortfalls For 2013, the difference between what states will collect and what they were poised to spend narrowed to $30.6 billion from $68.1 billion in the previous 12 months, according to the report. Nineteen faced such shortfalls, down from 27 a year earlier. Governors proposed increasing spending by a total of 2.2 percent to $682.7 billion, a reduction from the previous two years and about half the 4.1 percent projected jump in their revenue. “Despite some improvements in state budgets since the depths of the recession, state budget growth is still significantly below average, growing at less than half the average rate of growth of the past few decades,” said Scott Pattison, the executive director of the National Association of State Budget Officers, which worked with the Washington-based governors group, in a statement. Proposed spending increases for the coming year varied. New Jersey proposed the biggest, a 7.2 percent jump, followed by California and Oregon, with jumps of 7 percent and 6.2 percent, respectively, according to the report. Texas, Alabama and Alaska were among the nine states still proposing cuts, according to the report. Public Employees The diminished deficits reduced pressure on public employees and local governments. Eleven states, including California, Maryland and Massachusetts, considered dismissing workers in the coming year, down from 15 that did so in the current year. Fourteen states, among them Ohio and Pennsylvania, proposed paring back aid to localities, down from 17 states a year earlier. The gains in tax collections haven’t eliminated fiscal strains in statehouses, including the cost of providing health care under Medicaid, which has increased as a result of joblessness and rising medical bills. States’ financial stability may be threatened by a slowdown in the economy, federal budget cuts or tax-law changes, said Dan Crippen, the executive director of the governors’ group. “Everywhere you look, there’s uncertainty for the fiscal position of states,” he said in an interview. Debt Crisis Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke said this month that the economy is at risk from Europe’s debt crisis and the prospect of federal budget tightening in the U.S. Last month, U.S. employers also added workers at the slowest pace in a year, pushing up the unemployment rate and raising renewed concerns about the pace of growth. Even with increases proposed for the 2013 budget year, spending would still be $4.6 billion below the 2008 peak. Half of the proposed budgets that were below their peak from five years before, according to the governor’s report. “States remain cautious about the strength of the national economic recovery,” according to the report. “State budgets reflect a national economy in which growth is slow and not as robust as in previous recoveries, yet overall state fiscal improvement is occurring.” 
States have fiscally strenghted – they have the money to enact the plan.

Gais and Fossett 05, Thomas Gais, director of the Rockefeller Institute of Government, and James Fossett, directs the Rockefeller Institute's research program in bioethics and federalism and is an associate professor of public administration and public health at the University at Albany, 7/18/2005, Chap. 15, Federalism and the Executive Branch, http://www.rockinst.org/pdf/federalism/2005-federalism_and_the_excutive_branch.pdf, TB

 State fiscal capacities have grown markedly in recent decades. States greatly increased their reliance on sales and income taxes since the 1950s and decreased their dependence on property taxes, which had always been politically difficult to raise. The development of a broad-based and growing tax base meant that states could sustain their own spending priorities,even in the aftermath of severe federal budget cuts, as they did in the 1980s.48 States could even compensate for chronic federal underfunding. Since the early 1990s, for example, federal environmental grants changed little in real terms, despite the growth of state responsibilities. States responded by increasing their own spending, to the point that they now pay about 80 percent of the costs of federal environmental programs.49
Their greater political, administrative, and fiscal capacities have led many states to fashion their own policy responses to major problems. In the 1980s, states were on the forefront of efforts to deal with worker dislocation and retraining, when federal officials paid little attention to such issues.50 Interest in economic development has sometimes led states to take on novel functions,such as California’s decision in 2004 to fund stem cell research in order to draw academic researchers and biotech businesses unhappy with the Bush administration’s restrictions on federal research grants. States showed leadership in energy policies in the 1970s, 1980s, and early 2000s—the most recent years in response to electricity reliability problems, environmental concerns, and energy price spikes.51 Some states have even addressed the problem of global warming, while the federal government has done little, despite all the theoretical reasons that one would expect states to ignore such an issue.52 The openness and capacities of state political institutions, combined with the growth of federal involvement in so many domestic issues, produced by the late twentieth century an extremely dynamic, less constrained system of federalism—one in which it would be difficult to identify any major domestic policy issue in the United States that has not penetrated both federal and state political agendas. Federal and state governments may be more than ever “different agents and trustees of the people.” But one would be hard put to identify their “different purposes.
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